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Introduction: The research presents empirical data concerning the relations between
personal traits and value system. The study focuses on empathy, agreeableness, directiveness,
Machiavellism as personality traits. Theoretical assumptions and empirical findings are
analyzed and interpreted in the context of cognitive framework, including the idea of
regulative function self-concept. A content compatibility hypothesis between personality
traits and one’s system of value was accepted as preliminary assumption for this research:
empathy and agreeableness positively correlate with allocentric values, whereas directiveness
and Machiavellism positively correlate with idiocentric values. The study group consisted of
325 students.

Methods: The Empathic Understanding of Others Questionnaire (Weglinski), Personality
Inventory NEO-FFI (Costa and McCrae) Directiveness Scale (Ray) and Mach V Scale
(Christie and Geis) were used.

Results: The value system of empathic and agreeable people reveals an allocentric orienta-
tion (tendency to abandon one’s own perspective), while the value system of directive and
Machiavellian people reveals an idiocentric orientation (focused on oneself).

Discussion: The data analysis revealed that subjects tend to organize their self-knowledge in
such a way that there is a content consistency between the information included in the
appropriate schemas of personality traits and value preference.

Keywords: value, personality traits, empathy, agreeableness, directiveness, Machiavellism,
self-concept

Introduction
Social sciences attach great importance to values as constructs that help to understand
human attitudes, views, norms and behaviour. In the 1950s, Allport' pointed out that an
individual’s preferable values direct their behaviour, while priorities within values
influence the perception of reality. At a later time, the key role of values in giving
meaning to single acts and creating a vision of the world was emphasized by
Rokeach”” and Schwartz.*> Such views are widely documented in the literature.®
If values are assigned such a large role in the perception of the world and the
determination of human behaviour, the following question becomes relevant: what
factors determine their hierarchy? What an individual considers valuable is
a consequence of their choices. Furthermore the choice of values is conditioned
by geographical, climatic, political, economic, historical and legal variables. It
depends on cultural, institutional and personality factors.”*'> The relationship
between values and personality traits will be the subject of empirical consideration.

The article uses some of the data from previous publications.'®'®
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An Analysis of Relations Between

Personality Traits and Values

Personality is understood as characteristic patterns of
thoughts, feelings and actions which result in specific
ways of interacting with the environment.'” One of the
concepts of personality is the trait theory. Traits are “psy-
chological entities that can only be inferred from beha-
viour and experience”.?® They are considered to be the
basic components of personality that foster the character-
istics of an individual. They serve to clarify observed
regularities and the consistency of behaviour and differ-
ences among people. Whereas values are most often inter-
preted as abstract concepts or beliefs (cognitive structure)
which refer to preferable end-states of existence or modes
of behaviour. They are organized according to the scale of
their relative importance and they are transcendent in
relation to the situation. They guide the evaluation and
selection of specific behaviour. If values are in conflict,
a person tends to behave according to the one that occu-
pies a higher position in the hierarchy.>>* What are the
similarities and differences between personality traits and
values? Are they and how are they related to each other?

According to Dollinger et al*'

personality traits and
values reveal themselves in the functioning of a person in
many situations throughout their life. This fact lies at the
core of expectations about their mutual dependence. Both
constructs are similar in the sense that they direct the
emergence of stable differences in human behaviour™
although personality affects behaviour not as strongly as
values®.

There are much more differences between the two
constructs. Personality traits are stable dispositions; they
describe “what people are like” and they are not always
associated with the excitation of motivational tension.
Values are also stable but they determine what goals peo-
ple want to achieve and what behaviour they consider
appropriate. The motivational aspect is therefore clearly
emphasized. Personality traits guide behaviour but do not
constitute their standard. Rather, they are associated with
a natural tendency to a certain type of reaction. Values, on
the other hand, provide standards in the choice of beha-
viour. People can explain their behaviour by referring both
to traits and values, but only values contain the evaluation
component. Therefore, they — not traits — serve to evaluate
and justify one’s behaviour and that of others.”'"**

Values include the conflict element, ie some are rea-
lized at the expense of others, while personality traits are

not organized on such a basis, for example, one can
express extraversion and agreeableness at the same
time.”> This is because values differ in importance, ie
relative preference with regard to one another within the
system, whereas personality traits vary in intensity and
frequency of occurrence. Without creating a system, traits
may be independent of each other. The manner in which
the two constructs are measured is also different: values
emphasize the importance of each of them for the Self,
personality traits take into account beliefs about one’s self.
Furthermore, traits can be positive and negative, values —
as desired states — only positive.>**

Personality traits are considered to be rather inborn
constructs.”’ Values, on the other hand, are of learned
nature, ie they constitute beliefs that reflect an individual’s
adaptation to the needs accepted by the society.” As Parks
and Guay” indicate, individuals behave in an extravert
way (personality) since being an extravert is part of their
nature. An individual behaves in honest way (value)
because he or she has learned that honesty is important.
However, the proportions of what is genetic, cultural, and
environmental in both constructs are not entirely deter-
mined. Furthermore, the value system is relatively more
dynamic than personality traits. It can change when an
individual adapts to their new environment.> Personality
traits are characterized by greater durability during
life,”*® as evidenced by high — equalling 0.98 — stability
coefficients.”

However, in practice it can be difficult to make dis-
tinctions between the analysed constructs. Roccas et al*®
indicate that the same terms can refer to both personality
traits and values. For example, “competence” may refer to
“being competent” (trait) as well as a conviction that the
pursuit of competence and its presentation are important
(value). However, it is not always the case that someone
who has competency in a certain area is convinced that it
is a value. It is also sometimes the case that competence is
valued without having it in any area of one’s functioning.

Research on Personality Traits and

Values — an Overview

In theoretical considerations, the prevailing view is that
personality traits and values are two separate constructs
which influence behaviour in an interactive manner." This
does not mean, however, that they are not correlated with
each other. The results of research conducted by Oles*

point to the content-related compatibility of personality

5 I 2 https:

Dove!

Psychology Research and Behavior Management 2021:14


https://www.dovepress.com
https://www.dovepress.com

Dove

Czerniawska and Szydto

traits (diagnosed by means of Cattell’s 16 Personality
Factor Questionnaire) with value preferences. The author
observed that the values that are particularly highly
accepted are the ones that an individual can realize rela-
tively easily, because they are in line with personality
traits. This regularity was also confirmed in other studies.
They showed, for example, that extraversion (measured
with Eysenck Personality Test) is associated with
a higher preference for values connected with contacts
with other people,®® intelligence — with higher preference
for cognitive values®™! (the research incorporated the
Rokeach Value Survey). Also Bilsky and Schwartz**
described important relations between personality traits
(extraversion and emotionality, diagnosed with the
Freiburg Personality Inventory) and value preference
(Rokeach Value Survey).

A relatively large number of studies on the identified
problem refer to the Big Five theory?!262%327383% and yse
Costa and McCrae’s NEO-PI or NEO-FFI Five Factor
Inventory. They diagnose five basic personality traits: neu-
roticism (emotional stability-instability), extraversion
(quality and intensity of human interactions), openness to
experience (looking for new experiences for oneself),
agreeableness (interpersonal relations in the compassion-
hostility dimension) and conscientiousness (an individual’s
organization, persistence and motivation in pursuit of the
goal). The meta-analysis of the results — conducted by
Parks et al — at first based on eleven® and subsequently
sixty*® studies — confirmed the theoretical assumptions
concerning the relation between the above mentioned per-
sonality traits and values. The values were diagnosed with
the use of the Schwartz Value Survey and incorporated
references to the model created by this author, the so-
called wvalues circumplex model. According to this
model, the values and the types determined on their basis

can be located in two bipolar dimensions:’

e conservatism — openness to change;
e self-enhancement — self-transcendence.

The first of these dimensions reflects a conflict between
the pursuit of stability and the cultivation of traditions
(submissive self-limitation) and the pursuit of change and
a high value of autonomy manifested in the independence
of thinking and acting. The second dimension reflects
a conflict between focusing on oneself and concentrating
on others. Concentration on oneself is associated with self-
promotion, pursuit of dominance and focusing one’s

activity on personal success. Focusing on others requires
abandoning the egocentric perspective, taking into account
the well-being of the other person and promoting their
well-being.

The two dimensions described above include certain
types of values. And so, “universalism” and “benevo-
lence” are components of the “self-transcendence” dimen-
sion, whereas “power” and “achievement” comprise the
The
dimension encompasses: “tradition”, “conformity” and

“self-enhancement” dimension. “conservatism”

“security”, whereas the “openness to change” includes
“stimulation” and “self-direction”. “Hedonism” belongs

to two dimensions: “openness to change” and “self-

enhancement”.’

In the light of the meta-analyses made by Parks et al,>>*

the values most frequently and most strongly correlated
with two traits: openness to experience and agreeableness.
The trait openness to experience was positively related to

EEINT3

the following types of values: “self-direction”, “stimula-

EEINT3

tion”, “universalism”, and negatively with such types of

EEINT3

values: “tradition”, “conformity” and “security”. Positive

correlation coefficients were observed for agreeableness

EEINT3

with the following types of values: “benevolence”, “uni-

9

versalism”,

CEINT3

conformity”, “tradition”, and a negative corre-
lation coefficient with the “power” type of wvalues.
According to the authors, these relations reflect the sense
of the analysed constructs. In the context of the trait open-
ness to experience, people are described as independent and
inner-directed, curious about the world, creative, open to
new ideas and striving for wisdom and understanding of the
world. It is compatible with the types of values “self-direc-

EEINNT3

tion”, “stimulation” and “universalism”. Agreeable people
are friendly, loyal, cooperating, supporting each other. The
importance of the values “benevolence” and “universal-
ism”, on the other hand, is associated with the conviction
that people strive to become honest, friendly and helpful.
The values of “conformity” and “tradition” contribute to
reduction of impulsiveness and facilitate community life. In
case of conscientiousness and extraversion, weaker correla-
tions with values were observed. Nevertheless, conscien-
tiousness was positively related to the types of values:

CEINNT3

“conformity”, “achievement” and “security”, and extraver-

EL T3

sion — with types of values: “stimulation”, “achievement”,
“power”, and “hedonism”. Neuroticism turned out to be
a trait poorly related to values.

Parks-Leduc et al*® observed that “the strength of
relations between traits and values should also be some-

what determined by content similarity when comparing
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each trait with each value” (p. 6). Moreover, they claimed
that more cognitively based traits are more strongly related
to values and more emotionally based traits are less
strongly related to values. A similar opinion was presented
by Zilling et al. (in: Grankvist, Kajonius)*': the personality
trait openness to experience (more cognitive) shows stron-
ger links to values than neuroticism (more emotional).

The results described above are generally consistent
with empirical data from the work by Roccas et al*®
which was used to determine the compatibility of person-
ality traits and value types. Nevertheless, in some cases the
authors observed no compatibility. This was revealed, for
example, in relation to the trait openness to experience and
the value “power”. The research by Roccas et al*® was
conducted in Israel, but it was replicated in other coun-
tries, such as Sweden. Grankvist and Caionius*! claim that
“traits and values are different constructs and that their
relationship is consistent across the two geographic loca-
tions and student cohorts” (p. 8).

A lack of content-based consistency between person-
ality traits and values was previously found in the research
carried out by Furnham® in which the Eysenck
Personality Test was incorporated. The author pointed
out that a person can also hold those values which he or
she is not able — due to their individual traits — to realize.
For example, an emotionally unstable person considers
“internal harmony” an important value, a person with
low self-esteem — “social recognition”. According to
Adler’s views,** sometimes people may hold values oppo-
site to their personality traits, compensating for the latter.
Saroglou and Mufioz-Garcia® observed that personality-
values associations are usually modest. One reason for this
discrepancy — to their view — may be the fact that people
do not always hold values that correspond to who they are.

A comprehensive description of personality requires
“something” more than three (Eysenck’s personality the-
ory) or five factors (Costa and McCrae’s personality the-
ory). Other personality traits and their relationship to
values were also an interesting field of study. Balliet et al*
analysed empathy. The hypothesis that this trait correlates
most positively with the “benevolence” value type was
confirmed, which has a clear theoretical justification.
However, the hypothesis that empathy correlates most
negatively with the “achievement” value type was not
confirmed. Such correlations were observed with the
“power” value. In general, the correlation pattern between
empathy and the ten types of values from the Schwartz
model was in line with the predictions. The relationship

between emotional empathy and values was also investi-
gated by Myyry et al.** Their work resulted in the con-
firmation of the hypotheses that this trait positively
correlates with the type of values “benevolence” and “uni-
versalism” as those the realization of which expresses
concern for the well-being of people in the immediate
vicinity and people “in general”. Later, the author®
pointed out the relationship between values and various
aspects of empathy, treating them as predictors of the level
of developing moral judgments (Kohlberg’s cognitive
developmental approach). Relationships between empathy
and values were also studied by Persson and Kajonius.*®
They observed that empathy was strongly and positively
related to altruistic values and negatively to self-enhancing
values.

Silfver et al*’ drew attention to the role of emotions
such as empathy, guilt and shame. They assumed that
moral emotions and moral values are linked, while
a description of these relationships will help to understand
motivation. It appeared that guilt was positively correlated
with such types of values as “universalism”, “benevo-

LRI

lence”,

ERINT3

tradition”, “conformity” and negatively with the

EEINT3

types of values: “power”, “hedonism”, “stimulation” and
“autonomy”. The relationship with the two components of
empathy was similar: empathic concern and perspective
taking (the description of the components of empathy will
be presented later in this paper). Shame and personal
distress (personal distress is the third component of empa-
thy) were weakly linked with values. In general, the values
belonging to the dimensions of “self-transcendence” and
“conservatism” are associated with pro-social tendencies,
while the values belonging to the dimensions of “self-
enhancement” and “openness to experience” are not (cf.
Schwartz’s values circumplex model described above).

Personality Traits and Values from
the Point of View of the Cognitive
Self-Concept

The analysis of the above dependencies leads to the ques-
tion about the mechanism thanks to which specific rela-
tions between personality traits and values appear. The
explanation of this mechanism allows for a more integra-
tive understanding of a person.

According to the assumptions of the cognitive self-
concept, man makes a mental self-representation. This
leads to the creation of rich and varied knowledge compo-
nents. Examples of such components are beliefs about
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specific attributes, ie physical characteristics, personality
traits, thinking, feelings, as well as roles, standards, values,
personal goals, relations with other people.** ! They con-
stitute contents of the self-concept. Relationships between
these constructs are formed in the course of one’s life: as
one acquires the ability to analyse oneself, the construction
of the self-concept becomes more and more clearly and
confidently defined, internally consistent, and stable over
time. The so-called “self-concept clarity” belongs to
a class of constructs that focus on the structural aspects
of the self-concept (how the knowledge components or
specific self-beliefs are organized). Crocetti and Van
Dijak>® made a review of the literature and the results of
research conducted by many authors. They claimed that
high levels of self-concept clarity have been found to be
positively related to the perception of meaning in life and
affect balance. It is also an indicator of healthy self-devel-
opment and psychosocial adjustment.

It should be noted that the Self as a psychological
construct includes, among other things, a self-representa-
tion of one’s personality traits and a hierarchy of values. In
the same people, information contained in cognitive
schemes “personality traits” and “values” should be linked
particularly strongly, as it is an important aspect of the
self-concept. The mechanism underlying this relationship
is based on the motivation to maintain self-esteem (striv-
ing for a positive Self). It turns out that people with a high
sense of values articulate beliefs about the Self well, and
thus are characterized by high levels of self-concept
clarity. People with low self-esteem, on the other hand,
are characterized by a relatively higher level of indetermi-
nacy, instability and inconsistency.’®>*">% Differences in
self-evaluation are related, among other things, to the
degree of specifying relations between different elements

contained in the 56-62

of knowledge self-concept.
Undoubtedly, self-esteem should not be taken as the only
mental representation of a person’s self-concept.®®

If there is a merit-based correspondence between per-
sonality traits and values (ie two important components of
knowledge about the Self), the chances of realizing these
values increase. For example, “an exciting life” is more
likely to be realized by an extrovert than an introvert
person. Behaviour consistent with one’s held values, in
turn, contributes to strengthening self-esteem.” The orga-
nization of knowledge about the Self, in which the accep-
tance of values being in opposition to personality traits is
revealed, may result in low self-esteem. The lack of com-

patibility between these constructs significantly limits the

possibility of achieving what it is considered valuable
from an axiological point of view. Such dependencies
appear most often in the case of values the realization of
which depends on satisfying important needs, eg the need
for security. The deprivation of these needs is revealed in
the form of the so-called “no-value”. Oles* showed that
people with emotional disintegration, a stronger inclina-
tion to blame and a greater internal tension highly appre-
ciated the value of “inner harmony”.

Research Problem and Hypotheses
This paper attempts to characterize value systems in the
context of personality variables, ie empathy, agreeable-
ness, directiveness and Machiavellianism. The authors
were particularly interested in the extent to which these
constructs are integrated. Bearing in mind that both per-
sonality traits and values are organized in the self-concept,
it should be expected to find many logical connections
between them. To address this problem, personality traits
need to be characterized in order to capture similarities in
the content of particular traits and values.

Empathy
Empathy is interpreted as a multidimensional construct in
its nature, containing both emotional and cognitive
components.®**® Emotional components are expressed in
an empathic concern which leads to concentration on the
other person’s misfortune and attempts to restore their
well-being, and in personal distress which, in turn, is
oriented towards the Self and bringing relief in one’s
own suffering. The inclination to experience empathic
concern and personal distress is conceptualized as person-
ality traits. Nevertheless, the former leads to a constant
altruistic motivation that increases social competence,
while the latter leads to a constant egoistic motivation
that decreases these competences. The cognitive compo-
nent of empathy, defined as perspective taking, refers to
the ability to see the world through the eyes of another
person, to imagine what he or she feels in a particular
situation. The dispositionally conditioned tendency for
perspective taking makes it possible to generate empathic
emotions which in turn direct the need for giving
aid 67:69-75

Empathy emerges in the early stages of ontogenetic
development (already an infant may exhibit instinctive
help in the misery of others) and is conditioned by genetic
factors and childhood experiences.’®’”” Only the affective
components of empathy are inherited: the tendency to
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experience empathic concern and personal distress.”® As
Eisenberg et al.””*® evidenced, individual differences in
empathic tendencies are determined by emotional sensitiv-
ity and reactivity, which in turn are associated with her-
editary (to a large extent) temperamental properties.”®
Temperament determines dispositional emotional empathy,
but not the aptitude for perspective taking. In the develop-
ment of empathy, the history of the child-parent relation-
ship is also important. Children learn empathy and pro-
social reactions from observing their parents’ emotions.®'
Early experiences, including the attachment of infants to
their parents, allow to transfer feelings and expectations to
later social relationships.®'-*

The research on prosocial behaviours has led to the
formulation of the empathy-altruism hypothesis. Empathic
people are more likely to offer help (and this help is
selfless, motivated by concern for the well-being of the
other person, “more delicate and less capricious™) and less
inclined to manifest aggression or other antisocial beha-
viour as well as show an increased interest in cooperation
in conflict situations.® Empathic people are more tactful,
they communicate better with others, show tolerance to
different social groups, see others more positively and
express sympathy for the social environment.”® Empathy
is considered in the context of moral principles — ie con-
cern and justice — and analysed in the process of moral
development.®*

Agreeableness
Agreeableness is one of the traits included in the Five-
Factor Model of Personality. According to the assumptions
of Costa and McCrae,gs*87

tence of individual differences between people. They are

these traits determine the exis-

largely biological (to a large extent inherited), relatively
unchanging (stable throughout life) and universal (similar
features are found in different cultures and languages).
They exert an overwhelming influence on human life by
directing perceptions, thinking, feeling and behaviour.

Agreeableness concerns the trait of an individual’s
interpersonal references on a continuum from compassion
to antagonism in thoughts, feelings and acts. Those who
achieve high scores in agreeableness tend to be good,
obliging, friendly, delicate, gentle, modest, straightfor-
ward, willing to give in and cooperate. They are character-
ized by trust and sensitivity to other people, concern for
their interests and altruistic attitude.

The results of empirical research indicate that people
with high agreeableness levels, compared to people with

low agreeableness levels, are more positive about people
and have a more positive opinion of their partners in
interaction when it comes to experimental situations,
show a lower level of prejudice (eg to obese people) and
negatively evaluate such prejudice. They are characterized
by empathy, see themselves as more similar to others and
are able to solve conflicts constructively. They offer help
more often (regardless of the intensity of the evoked
empathy during the study), and this fact is less dependent
on their kinship. In general, agreeableness is related to the
desire to belong to others, it affects the motivation and
behavioural strategies in different social situations.**’
Agreeableness plays a role in regulating negative emo-
tions, especially in situations of danger. Its higher rates are
associated with a lower probability of depressive symp-
toms and lower levels of anger and aggression (and above
all direct aggression). This helps to maintain positive
interpersonal relationships and eliminate interpersonal
conflicts.””?! Agreeableness has been found to be substan-

tially related to empathy,gz’g3

allows not only to predict
pro-social attitudes,”>*® but is also associated with work
ethic®* and — what is more interesting — with achievements

in learning.”

Directiveness
The concept of directiveness originates from the interest in

96.97 (laims that one

the issue of authoritarianism. Ray
should distinguish the notions of “authoritarian attitudes”
(an attitude characterized by respect for authorities) and
“authoritarian personality” (a personality trait related to
the tendency to dominate over others). The latter term is
associated with “directiveness” and, according to the
author, these terms can be used interchangeably.

Directiveness — according to Ray’’— is a personality
trait that comes down to imposing one’s will on people and
thus gaining an advantage over them. At its base lies the
belief in the rightness of one’s own conduct (self-confi-
dence). The constitutive feature of directiveness is aggres-
sive dominance. By dominating the social environment,
such people are inclined to destroy positive interpersonal
relations.

Dominance orientation means the degree to which
a person wishes to surpass others (individual dimension)
or the degree to which a person wishes his group to
surpass others (social dimension). There is an acceptance
of such a hierarchy among people whose values are in line
with the principle “better people deserve more”. People
with a tendency to dominate show hostility, are more
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prone to stereotypes and prejudices and have a weaker
tolerance for ambiguity, ie they react poorly to unclear
situations. At the same time, they are in favour of aggres-
sive resolution of international conflicts and large military
expenditures.”® %> A higher level of dominance orienta-
tion was found in feminists than in non-feminists,'”" in
men than women (in all social strata and all cultures), in

97102 and who

educated people with higher social status,
are highly motivated in their achievements.'”> The pro-
pensity for dominance correlates negatively with the scale
of social approval and the scale of socialization. On the
other hand, the research on directiveness and value system
(in Scheler’s framework) indicates that high intensity of
directiveness is coupled with higher preference for values
of pleasure and lower preference for values of the spirit
and values of the holy.””

The functioning of people with a high degree of direc-
tiveness has certain consequences in the interpersonal
dimension. Dominance and aggression — as one might
think — limits or even inhibits human pro-community
aspirations based on equality, where understanding and
acceptance of other people and the pursuit of acts for
their benefit (pro-social behaviour) become important ele-
ments. It is less likely to build close emotional ties, con-
nected with friendship, love and affection.

Machiavellianism
Machiavellianism is one of the three traits — along with
narcissism and psychopathy — that constitute the dark triad
of personality.'®* % This term has become synonymous
with cunningness, deceitfulness, falsehood and double-
dealing. Machiavellists believe that others should be
effects of
treatments.'®” "% They are primarily aimed at success,

such
110

manipulated and believe in the

a success that allows to gain prestige and present narcis-
sistic grandeur, manifesting both superiority and arro-
gance, as well as the need for the title. Achievements are
considered mainly in individual and material terms.'"
Machiavellianism is associated with the pursuit of the

112 and the need for dominance.'"?

manifestation of power

The specificity of this type of personality is reflected
both in the affective and cognitive sphere. Interpersonal
relations do not evoke adequate emotions, in terms of
content and intensity. Positive emotions are rare, while
indifference or even emotional coolness is dominant.''
Machiavellists are not community-oriented and maintain
a distanced attitude towards others. They have been found

to exploit groups and defect from them afterward to avoid

retaliation.''* They are characterized by the ability to
efficiently decode other people’s emotional states, but
this has no empathic or decentrational consequences: The
Machiavellian “rudeness” manifests itself in a reduced
capacity for compassion and the inability to accept some-
one else’s perspective. People are perceived by them in
a suspicious and cynical way as weak, untrustworthy and
prone to betrayal.'%!1%:116

Such Machiavellian traits as resistance to external
influences and emotional coolness, favour rationality and
unprecedented cognitive control over the environment.
Machiavellists are well established in reality and rarely
show signs of disorganization. Their cognitive effective-
ness, manifested by concentration of attention, accuracy of
perception, ability to process and use information, also
deserves attention. Efficient combinations of information

determine and

111,112,117

processes intelligent adequate
behaviour.

The properties presented above stimulate the need for
success and condition its realization. Undoubtedly, success
is more obtainable when the perspective of another person
is not taken into account, but it is considered from the
point of view of its usefulness in achieving one’s goals.
What can potentially protect other people from abuse and
manipulation are moral values, because their function is to
take into account the extra-personal good. Machiavellists
implement moral values selectively as long as they do not
interfere with their own interests. They often violate the
prevailing norms and show indifference in their thinking
and acting to conventional morality. The pursuit of success
plays a major role, and the question of how to achieve the
goals seems to be of little importance.'*%!18:!119

The above passages present the characteristics of four
personality traits. As can be seen, they play a role in
determining the relationship between Self and Others.
Two of them — empathy and agreeableness — lie at the
basis of constructing mature interpersonal relationships
and generating positive behavioural intentions. They
encourage pro-social behaviour aimed at the well-being
of other people, as well as the suppression of anti-social
behaviour addressed against the environment. In the case
of the two

Machiavellianism — it is typical to focus on one’s own

other traits — directiveness and
person, pursue one’s personal interests, without regard for
the welfare of other people, and even against their good.
Values are also classified according to the criterion “pro-
motion of other people’s well-being — promotion of one’s

own well-being”. It is then possible to describe their
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differentiation in the dimension of allocentrism — idio-
centrism. This dimension is identical to the collectivism —
individualism dimension, where in the first case the differ-
entiation is analysed at the level of personality, in
the second case at the level of cultures.**'** Allocentric
values direct the focus on interpersonal relationships and
are morally relevant. They are connected with concern for
others, pursuit of cooperation, equality and honesty.
Idiocentric values, on the other hand, contribute to perso-
nal achievement and manifest themselves in a tendency to
compete. They are connected on the one hand with inde-
pendence and hedonistic striving, and on the other hand,
with interest in the world and the need for cognitive
development.

This study expects to uncover characteristics in the
axiological dimension with persons differing in the inten-
sity of empathy, agreeableness, directiveness and
Machiavellianism, such that are consistent with the defini-
tion of personality. The search for relations between per-
sonality and value preferences is connected with the
assumption that the functioning of a person constitutes
psychological whole and the fact that various elements
concerning oneself enter into relations during the creation
of the self-concept.'*'"'** The verified hypotheses assume

that:

Hypothesis 1: Empathy and agreeableness correlate posi-
tively with allocentric values and negatively with idio-
centric values.

Hypothesis 2: Directiveness and Machiavellianism corre-
late positively with idiocentric values and negatively with
allocentric values.

Method

Study design: The survey was questionnaire-based (5
questionnaires). This made it possible to collect data on
four personality traits and a value system.

Research group: The study was conducted among 325
people. The age of the respondents was between 20-24
years (average age indicator x=21.02, standard deviation
s=0.48). The survey was carried out in Poland and was
anonymous.

Material: The value preferences were determined
with the use of the Rokeach Value Survey in a version
requiring the formulation of a ranking.'*® The author
selected 18 terminal values and 18 instrumental values,
placing them on two separate scales. Terminal values
refer to desirable end-states of existence (how we like

the world to be and where we would like to end up).
Instrumental values refer to preferable modes of beha-
vior (how we want to live in our life). The respondents’
task was to order their values by assigning appropriate
ranks, where rank 1 indicated the strongest acceptance
of values and rank 18 — the weakest. On the basis of
literature analysis it was proposed to divide 36 values in
the Rokeach Value Survey into allocentric and idio-
division in:

centric  ones

124
).

(justification for the
Czerniawska
Allocentric values were associated with:

e protecting the well-being of all people and those with
whom an individual enters in direct interaction (the
welfare of the group to which an individual belongs):
“a world at peace” (t17), “equality” (t2), “helpful”
(18), “honest” (i9), “forgiving” (i7), “loving” (i14),
“responsible” (i17);

e security of identity groups and respect for tradition/
religion: “family security” (t4), “national security”
(19), “salvation” (t11);

e balanced social views, intrapersonal and interperso-
nal harmony: “wisdom” (t16), “inner harmony” (t7),
“self-controlled” (il18), “clean” (i5), “polite” (i16),
“obedient” (i15), “mature love” (t8), “true friend-
ship” (t15).

Idiocentric values were associated with:

e social status, prestige and personal (including mate-

(t14), “self-
respect” (t12), “a sense of accomplishment” (t13),
“ambitious” (il), “a comfortable life” (t1);

e freedom of choice, independence of thought and

(t5),
“independent” (ill), “courageous” (i6), “imagina-
tive” (i10), “broad-minded” (i2), “capable” (i3),
“intellectual” (112), “logical” (i13);

e hedonism and the need for stimulation (interesting,

rial) success: “social recognition”

action, intellectual competence: “freedom”

pleasant, varied life): “happiness” (t6), “cheerful”
(14), “pleasure” (t10), “an exciting life” (t3), “a
world of beauty” (t18).

The personality traits were diagnosed using:

e empathy — the Questionnaire of Empathetic

Understanding of Other People by Weglinski.'>

The indicators range from 0 to 99, with 0 being the
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minimum intensity of the trait and 99 being the
maximum intensity of the trait;

e agreeableness — the Personality Inventory NEO-FFI
by Costa and McCrae.'*° The indicators range from 0
to 48, with 0 being the minimum intensity of the trait
and 48 being the maximum intensity of the trait;

e directiveness — the Directiveness Scale D-26 by J.J.
Ray.”” The minimum number of points that surveyed
person may obtain is 26, the maximum — 78;

e Machiavellianism — the Mach V Scale by R. Christi
and F.L. Geis."'” The indicators range from 40 to 160
points.

Each of the tools used in the research was developed
from a psychometric point of view. Detailed information
can be found in publications by the following authors:
Brzozowski (1989; Rokeach Value Survey), Weglinski
(1987; the Questionnaire of Empathetic Understanding of
Other People by Weglinski), Drwal, Brzozowski (1995;
the Mach V scale by R. Christi and F.L. Geis), Brzozowski
(1997; the Directiveness Scale D-26 by J.J. Ray) and
Zawadzki et al (1998; the Personality Inventory NEO-
FFI by Costa and McCrae).

The
a 2.5-hour meeting (groups of 20-30 persons). The respon-

Procedure: survey was conducted during
dents answered the questions in the questionnaires.
Handing out of the next questionnaire was preceded by
a 15-minute break. The survey was anonymous and parti-
cipation — voluntary.

Statistical analysis: The following information was

obtained for each of the respondents:

e preference indicators for 18 terminal values,
e preference indicators for 18 instrumental values,

empathy indicator,

agreeableness indicator,
e directiveness indicator,
Machiavellism indicator.

Pearson’s linear correlation was used in the statistical
analysis. This test allows to establish relationships
between the indicated constructs, the existence of which

was assumed in the hypotheses.

Results

The statistical analysis was initiated by establishing the
relationship of among personality traits. It turned out that
the indicators of empathy (the affective aspect of empathy

was measured) and agreeableness (r=0.31, p<0.001) as
well as directiveness and Machiavellianism (r=0.21,
p<0.001) correlated positively with each other. The fol-
lowing regularity was observed: the higher the empathy,
the higher the agreeableness, and, the higher the directive-
ness, the higher the Machiavellianism. Agreeableness cor-
related negatively with both directiveness (r=—0.34,
p<0.001) and Machiavellianism (r=—0.27, p<0.001). This
means that with the increase in agreeableness, directive-
ness and Machiavellianism decrease. The correlation coef-
ficients between empathy and directiveness and
Machiavellianism were also negative, but did not reach
the required level of statistical significance. Hence, traits
that have similar psychological characteristics are linked
positively to each other, while those that differ in these
characteristics are negative (although the relationships
were not always statistically significant).

Next, it was determined what values are associated
with the indicated personality traits. Tables 1 and 2 present
the results of the statistical analysis of the relationship
between personality traits and preferences of terminal
and instrumental values. Negative correlations prove that
a high indicator of a given personality trait is associated
with high value preference, while positive correlations
prove the opposite (a high indicator of a given trait is
associated with low value preference). Such an interpreta-
tion results from the measurement of values using the
ranking method.

The analysis of the relationship between empathy and
values (cf. Tables 1 and 2) allows to conclude that people
with higher indices of this trait appreciate more allocentric
values. They attach more significance to such moral values
as: “forgiving” (i7), “helpful” (i8), “honest” (i9), “loving”
(i14) and “polite” (i16). Higher preference indices were
also noted for the “equality” value (t2) (it refers to the way
in which relations between people are organized) and
“salvation” (t11) (it has a religious character). A smaller
value is ascribed to those idiocentric values that are self-
focused and refer to hedonistic motivation, ie, “a comfor-
table life” (t1), “an exciting life” (t3) and “pleasure” (t10),
contribute to individual success, ie “ambitious” (il), “cap-
able” (i3) and reflect the need for independence, ie “inde-
pendent” (il1). Lower preference indices were also
ascribed to the “clean” value (i5), which is not part of
the idiocentric orientation.

Agreeableness is a personality trait with positive rela-
tionships with allocentric values (cf. Tables 1 and 2).
Agreeable people,

characterised by sensitivity and
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Table | Arithmetic Means of the Distributions of Measurement Results of All Variables. Correlation Coefficients Between Terminal

Value Preference Indices and Personality Trait Indices

No. | Terminal Values Value Preferences Empathy Agreeableness | Directiveness | Machiavellianism
E=68.40 A=30.43 D=56.57 M=100.51
tv= r= p r= p r= p r= p
tl. A Comfortable Life (id) 11.24 0.22 | <0.001 0.20 | <0.00l | -0.21 | <0.001 —0.13 0.021
2. Equality (al) 10.55 —0.11 | 0.056 | —0.11 0.058 0.20 | <0.001 0.13 0.023
3. An Exciting Life (id) 14.50 0.12 0.033 0.16 0.004 | —0.21 | <0.001 —0.19 0.001
t4. Family Security (al) 341 0.02 0.775 | —0.09 | 0.114 0.04 0.442 0.02 0.694
t5. Freedom (id) 7.47 0.08 0.127 0.13 0.015 | —0.06 | 0.289 —0.05 0.349
t6. Happiness (id) 7.20 0.08 0.149 0.02 0.699 0.09 0.109 —0.02 0.725
t7. Inner Harmony (al) 7.51 -0.08 | 0.166 | —0.03 0.546 0.12 0.033 0.00 0.953
t8. Mature Love (al) 6.38 —0.04 | 0.500 0.05 0.344 | —0.06 | 0.308 0.00 0.981
9. National Security (al) 10.72 0.05 0.354 | —0.02 | 0.723 0.04 0.419 0.03 0.633
tl0. | Pleasure (id) 13.27 0.10 0.079 0.07 0.188 0.01 0.823 —0.10 0.063
tll. | Salvation (al) 9.39 —0.16 | 0.003 | —0.20 | <0.001 0.14 0.010 0.19 0.001
tl2. | Self-Respect (id) 7.15 —0.01 | 0.927 0.08 0.165 | —0.21 | <0.001 —0.06 0.249
tl3. | A Sense of Accomplishment (id) 11.57 -0.03 | 0.639 0.01 0.804 | —0.10 | 0.072 —0.10 0.079
tl4. | Social Recognition (id) 13.10 0.06 0.246 0.10 0.074 | —0.11 0.045 —0.15 0.008
tl5. | True Friendship (al) 7.75 —0.08 | 0.154 | —0.12 | 0.037 0.03 0.567 0.02 0.671
tl6. | Wisdom (al) 6.27 —0.04 | 0493 | —0.04 | 0445 | —0.0l 0.879 0.07 0.213
tl7. | AWorld at Peace (al) 9.37 —0.05 | 0333 | —-0.06 | 0.274 0.06 0.245 0.09 0.10
tl8. | AWorld of Beauty (id) 14.05 —0.06 | 0292 | —-0.04 | 0.522 0.09 0.101 0.10 0.066

Notes: E — arithmetic mean for empathy; A —arithmetic mean for agreeableness; D —arithmetic mean for directiveness; M —arithmetic mean for Machiavellianism; tl-t18 —
eighteen terminal values; tv—arithmetic mean for terminal value ranks; (al) — allocentric values; (id) — idiocentric values; r — Pearson’s linear correlation coefficient; p — level of

statistical significance. Source: own elaboration.

a positive attitude towards people, prefer higher values
that express this trait, ie “equality” (t2) and “true friend-
ship” (t15). Positive relations with agreeableness are
observed in the case of moral values and those that foster
good emotional relations, ie “cheerful” (i4), “forgiving”
(17), “helpful” (i8), “loving” (i14), “obedient” (il5),
“polite” (i16) and “responsible” (il7). The religious
value of “salvation” (t11) also occupies a higher position
in the system. All of them determine altruistic behaviour
as well as willingness to give in and cooperate. At the
same time, an increase in agreeableness is associated with
a decline in the position in the system of idiocentric
values — material and hedonistic-independent values, ie
“a comfortable life” (t1), “an exciting life” (t3), “freedom”
(t5), “social recognition” (t14), “independent” (i11) as well
as the cognitive and stimulating values of personal suc-
cess, ie, “broad-minded” (i2), “capable” (i3), “ambitious”
(i1) and “courageous” (i6).

Persons with higher directiveness intensity value
higher idiocentric, self-focused values (see Tables 1 and
2). They point to the importance of personal achievements,
and ie, “a sense of

independence authority,

accomplishment” (t13), “ambitious” (il), “independent”
(i11), “courageous” (i6), “self-respect” (t12) and “social
recognition” (t14). Higher preference rates are obtained by
cognitive values, ie “broad-minded” (i2), “capable” (i3),
“imaginative” (i10), “intellectual” (i12), and hedonistic
values, ie “a comfortable life” (t1) and “an exciting life”
(t3). At the same time, directive people manifest a lower
preference for allocentric values relating to the well-being
of other people. These are moral values: “forgiving” (i7),
“helpful” (i8), “honest” (i9), “obedient” (il5), “polite”
(i16), “responsible” (i17) and the values that condition
non-conflicting relationships between people: “inner har-
mony” (i7), “cheerful” (i4) and “self-controlled” (il8).
Also lower preference was ascribed to the values of
“equality” (t2) and “salvation” (t11), ie those related to
egalitarianism and religiousness.

Relations between Machiavellianism and values are
similar although they refer to a smaller number of values
(see Tables 1 and 2). Persons with a higher intensity of
Machiavellianism appreciate idiocentric values more.
They manifest the need for achievements and social

approval: “ambitious” (il), “a sense of accomplishment”
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Table 2 Arithmetic Means of the Distributions of Measurement
Instrumental Value Preference Indices and Personality Trait Indices

Results of All Variables. Correlation Coefficients Between

No. | Instrumental Values | Value Preferences Empathy Agreeableness Directiveness Machiavellianism
E=68.40 A=30.43 D=56.57 M=100.51
iv= r= p= r= p= r= p= r= p=
il. Ambitious (id) 9.04 0.14 0.010 0.11 0.040 —0.24 <0.001 —0.12 0.025
i2. Broad-minded (id) 9.64 0.05 0.350 0.13 0.022 —0.14 0.010 —0.14 0.012
i3. Capable (id) 12.25 0.15 0.006 0.16 0.005 —0.19 0.001 0.02 0.706
i4. Cheerful (id) 9.79 —0.06 | 0.250 —0.10 0.063 0.12 0.031 —0.01 0.853
i5. Clean (al) I 1.06 0.16 0.003 0.07 0.237 —-0.07 0.197 —0.14 0.015
i6. Courageous (id) 9.83 0.06 0.276 0.21 <0.001 —0.14 0.010 —0.05 0.389
i7. | Forgiving (al) 9.87 ~0.18 | 0002 | -0.13 | 0024 025 | <0.001 0.15 0.006
i8. Helpful (al) 7.99 —0.18 | 0.001 -0.27 <0.001 0.27 <0.001 0.17 0.003
i9. Honest (al) 5.72 -0.13 0.018 —-0.07 0.195 0.16 0.004 0.16 0.005
i10. | Imaginative (id) 10.82 0.03 0.626 0.07 0.187 —-0.16 0.004 —-0.10 0.067
ill. | Independent (id) 9.78 0.10 0.081 0.16 0.005 —0.21 <0.001 —-0.07 0.226
il2. | Intellectual (id) 891 0.08 0.144 0.07 0.186 —0.15 0.007 —0.06 0.290
il3. | Logical (id) 11.13 0.03 0.578 0.03 0.647 —0.05 0.386 0.02 0.708
il4. | Loving (al) 426 —0.13 | 0.017 —0.11 0.055 0.08 0.145 —-0.00 0.976
il5. | Obedient (al) 15.49 —0.01 0.884 —-0.10 0.083 0.17 0.003 0.14 0.010
il6. | Polite (al) 9.8l —0.11 | 0.047 -0.22 <0.001 0.15 0.007 0.05 0.349
il7. | Responsible (al) 5.37 —0.05 | 0.403 —0.09 0.097 0.20 <0.001 0.08 0.150
il8. | Self-controlled (al) 10.19 —0.01 0.832 —0.06 0.251 0.14 0.012 0.02 0.692
Notes:E — arithmetic mean for empathy; A —arithmetic mean for agreeableness; D —arithmetic mean for directiveness; M —arithmetic mean for Machiavellianism; il-il8 —

eighteen instrumental values; iv—arithmetic mean for instrumental value ranks; (al) — allocentric values; (id) — idiocentric values; r — Pearson’s linear correlation coefficient; p

— level of statistical significance. Source: own elaboration.

(t13) and “social recognition” (t14). They also have
a cognitive character, ie “imaginative” (i10), “broad-
minded” (i2), and hedonistic, ie “a comfortable life”

(t1),

A higher preference is also observed for the “clean”

“pleasure” (t10) and “an exciting life” (t3).

value (i5), which, as indicated above, is not part of the
idiocentric orientation. Machiavellianism is associated
with a weaker acceptance of allocentric values. Lower
positions in the system are occupied by moral values:
“helpful” (i8), “obedient” (i15), “honest” (i9), “forgiving”
(i7) and, as in the case of directiveness, the values of
“equality” (t2) and “salvation” (t11). Machiavellists
ascribe lower values to “a world of beauty” (t18) (beauty
of nature and art).

The presented correlation coefficients are not high and
some of them are at the border of statistical significance.

This indicates — according to Pozzebon'?’

— that person-
ality traits and values are overlapping, yet partially inde-
pendent domains of individual differences. Ultimately,
the

a systematic way: empathic and agreeable people (both

however, following regularity is revealed in

personality traits are intercorrelated r=0.31, p=<.001) have

a stronger acceptance of allocentric values and a weaker
acceptance of idiocentric values. In the case of directive
and Machiavellian people (both personality traits are cor-
related with each other at r=0.21, p=<.001), stronger
acceptance of idiocentric values and weaker acceptance
of allocentric values are observed. The results obtained
are consistent with the hypotheses set out in this study.

Summary

The above analysis leads to the conclusion that the person-
ality traits under consideration enter into numerous, yet at
the same time, concordant relationships with value prefer-
ences. It should be noted that the system of values of
empathic and agreeable people reveals an allocentric
orientation which determines the tendency to abandon
one’s own perspective. These values reflect the need for
integration and harmonious relationship between people,
they encourage social sensitivity, benevolence, reconcilia-
tion, limitation of one’s own desires and consideration of
the needs of others, and they direct altruism and human-
ism. At the same time, the higher the empathy and agree-
ableness, the less importance is attached to idiocentric
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values. In the system of values of directive and
Machiavellian people, on the other hand, an idiocentric
orientation is revealed and it involves focusing on oneself
and one’s needs, rights and abilities. There exists
a positive relationship with hedonistic and cognitive
values reflecting the need for autonomy, achievement and
dominance, and a negative relationship with allocentric
values. Thus, each personality trait has its “axiological
equivalent”.

From the theoretical point of view, it seems important
to determine the order of appearance of the analysed con-
structs and to establish which of them determine and
which ones are determined during the development of an
individual. It can be assumed that people shape their value
systems in such a way as to adapt them to their personality
traits, the self-representation they have made in their
minds. Among others, Furnham* and Luk and Bond*?
presented this view. These authors believe that traits are
primordial in relation to values and point to the mediating
role of needs: individual differences predispose people to
different needs which have an impact on the differentiation
of value acceptance. This type of explanation seems likely
when one considers the biological background of traits
(McCrae, Costa;¥”  cf. al.?®  Olver,

Mooradian®”) and an abstract nature of values. The crea-

Roccas et

tion of conceptual representation of a value is a relatively
late phenomenon in ontogenesis, as the necessary condi-
tion for shaping abstract concepts is the appearance of
formal thinking. In such an approach, personality traits
“experienced” by an individual become one of the factors
influencing the organization of values within the system.
They are biological and thus primordial. Another explana-
tion of causal relationships in the development of the
analysed constructs was proposed by Roccas et al.?
They paid attention to cultural determinants of value sys-
tems and emphasized their influence on shaping personal-
ity traits: value preferences induce behaviours consistent
with values, and on the basis of behaviours an individual
can infer about their traits. This also explains why allo-
centrics exist in collective cultures, and idiocentrics in
individualistic cultures. The relationship between person-
ality traits and values can also be explained by “third-
party” factors, such as inborn temperament that determines
the parallel development of both constructs.?®

The explanations given above are not contradictory, but
rather complementary to each other. The fact that biologi-
cal characteristics guide the development of value systems
does not mean that a value system is independent of social,

including cultural, influences. On the other hand, the fact
that traits determine the development of a value system
does not mean that a value system cannot contribute to
modifying personality traits. Both of these constructs may
also be based on temperamental determinants and enter
into mutual relations during their creation. It is also pos-
sible that other variables — for example, needs — mediate in
establishing a relationship between personality and values,
and both constructs — as indicated by Parks et al.>>*" —
simultaneously affect motivation and are predictors of
behaviour. Although personality traits and values are
stable, a possible change of the former has a greater
impact on the latter than conversely.?®

The description of nature and the way in which traits
and values are related facilitates the understanding of basic
aspects of human functioning. It can also help to explain
human otherness and reduce errors in predicting beha-
viour. Having stated that, it seems convincing to follow
the interpretation which assumes at the core of established
relationships there lies a psychological mechanism that
fosters the development of the Self in subjectively positive
categories. Differences in the degree of positive self-
esteem are connected (among other things) with the ability
to organize various elements of knowledge about the Self
on the basis of content consistency. At the same time, the
positive image of the Self is sustained by acting in accor-
dance with values, in different situations and at different
times.” The concordance of behaviour with values is con-
ditioned by many factors. However, it seems more likely
when personality traits facilitate a behavioural expression
of values.

The above analyses also indicate some limitations in
shaping value systems during the socialization process.
Personality can influence the development of the value
system during the acquisition of social experiences. For
example, an empathic child may appreciate the “helpful”
more than the “capable” value, even though parents con-
sistently pointed out the importance of the latter. This is
because the “helpful” value is consistent with the person-
ality trait of empathy. On the other hand, values can
mitigate the expression of personality traits in behaviour.
For example, if someone is carefree, they may behave
differently when they start a family. Concern for it is
related to the value of “family security”. In general,
value-based behaviour is subject to greater cognitive con-
trol. Thus, one may be predisposed to be egoistic (a trait),
but egoism does not have to be a permanent determinant of
their functioning.
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Limitation

The representatives of the social sciences attach great
importance to values (as a construct explaining human
functioning), but the way they are measured is controver-
sial. In this research, the RVS was used. When creating
this tool, Rokeach made the assumption that behaviour is
determined by the relative rather than absolute importance
of values and, therefore, the most adequate method is
ranking. However, this method forces individuals to pro-
duce a value system even when no such system actually
exists. The relationships between multiple values then
assume the form of horizontal relationships based on
equivalence relations. This way of obtaining indicators
may (although not necessarily) affect the correlation coef-
ficients. It is therefore advisable to repeat the survey using
a tool based on estimating values (rather than ranking
them). The authors intend to repeat the survey and use
The Schwartz Portrait Value Questionnaire (PVQ-R3).
A specific feature of this tool is also that Schwartz does
not use abstract value concepts.

Declaration by Authors of the

Nature of Research - Ethical Issues

The study was non-interventional in nature and did not
require permission from the Ethics Committee. The
research does not fall within the field of clinical psychol-
ogy. Neither is it of a clinical nature. This type of research
does not in any way threaten the well-being of the people
involved. The respondents were informed in advance that
The
respondents gave verbal consent in the presence of wit-

the research concerns beliefs about themselves.
nesses. They could resign from participation at any time.
The survey was conducted during a 2.5-hour meeting
(groups of 20-30 people). The respondents answered the
questions included in the questionnaires. Handing out of
the next questionnaire was preceded by a 15-minute break.
The survey was anonymous and the participation in it was
voluntary. The survey was conducted in accordance with
the Declaration of Helsinki.

Author Contributions

In recent years, researchers have focused primarily on
the analysis of values in a cultural context. The result of
this work was (among other things) the development of
the so-called cultural world map. In the research the
authors paid less attention to the variables that character-
individual. Undoubtedly, the

ise an similarity of

experiences — including cultural ones leads to similarities
in the field of axiology. On the other hand, a person
strives to integrate value-related information into distinct
cognitive schemes and independently defines their mean-
ing. In doing so, he/she takes into account his/her per-
sonality traits. The diagnosis of the relationship between
values and personality traits is important from
a theoretical point of view because it allows us to deter-
mine how knowledge about the I is organised. It is also
of practical importance: it explains the complexity of the
socialisation process and is helpful in predicting human

behaviour.
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