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\ . »• Abstract

Personality traits and personal values are two important domains of individual

differences. Traits are enduring and distinguishable patterns of behaviour whereas values

are societally taught, stable, individual preferences that guide behaviour in order to reach

a specific end state. The purpose of the present study was to investigate the relations

between self and peer report within the domains of personality traits and values, to

examine the correlations between values and traits, and to explore the amount of

incremental validity of traits and values in predicting behaviour. Two hundred and fifty-

two men and women from a university setting completed self and peer reports on three

questionnaires. In order to assess personality traits, the HEXACO-PI (Lee & Ashton,

2004) was used to identify levels of 6 major dimensions of personality in participants. To

assess values, the Schwartz Value Survey (Schwartz, 1992) was used to identify the

importance each participant placed on each of Schwartz's 10 value types. To measure

behaviour, a Behavior Scale, created by Bardi and Schwartz (2003), consisting of items

designed to measure the frequency of value-expressive behaviour was used. As expected,

correlations between self and peer reports for the personality scales were high indicating

that personality traits are easily observable to other people. Correlations between self and

peer reports for the values and behaviour scales were only moderate, suggesting that

some goals, and behaviours expressive of those goals, may not always be observable to

others. Consistent with previous research, there were many strong correlations between

traits and values. In addition to the similarities with past research, the present study

found that the personality factor Honesty-Humility was correlated strongly with values

scales (with five correlations exceeding .25). In the prediction of behaviour, it was found
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that both personahty and values were able to account for significant and similar amounts

of variance. Personality outpredicted values for some behaviours, but the opposite was

true of other behaviours. Each domain provided incremental validity beyond the other

domain. The impUcations for these findings, along with limitations, and possibilities for

future research are also discussed.
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Introduction

The study of individual differences has been a topic of great interest to

psychological researchers. Personality traits and personal values are two important

aspects of individual differences. Often, we think of personaUty and values as being two

separate and independent domains (Winter, John, Stewart, Klohnen, & Duncan, 1998).

However, recent research has begun to investigate how personaUty traits and values are

similar and often interdependent (Herringer, 1998). The main question that needs to be

examined now is how much do these two domains really overlap in relation with the

prediction of behaviour. Can values tell us something about an individual's behaviour

that is not already known by their personaUty? Do values improve the prediction of

behaviour beyond that provided by personaUty traits, or is the predictive vaUdity of

values ftiUy captured through the examination of personaUty traits? It is important to

investigate whether there are aspects of values that are not accounted for by personality

dispositions. If it is found that values and traits are essentially equally strong predictors

of behaviour, then we could suggest that there might be no need to examine both when

attempting to predict behaviour. However, if it is foimd that values and traits predict

behaviour in different ways, then we could suggest that it may be important to examine

both traits and values when trying to predict behaviour more accurately. The

impUcations of possible findings will allow researchers to make better use of personality

and value assessment in the prediction of different behaviours.
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Personality Characteristics

Personality traits are considered distinguishable and enduring patterns of

beha'^iour that show cross-situational consistency. Traits are observable to other people

and can differ in their social desirability or undesirability. It is important to note that

personality dispositions are patterns in thought, feeling, and action over time and not

simply the tendency to show the exact same behaviour in different settings (Funder,

Kolar, & Blackman, 1995). McCrae and Costa (1999) take this clarification a bit farther

to explain that traits are not merely patterns in behaviour, they are "psychological entities

that can only be inferred from behaviour and experience." (p. 143) Each individual can

be described in terms of their levels of these various traits, and each individual has a

unique combination of trait levels. An important objective of personaUty research has

been to-find a few basic dimensions of personaUty that can summarize the many

personality traits.

Researchers have tried to find the basic dimensions of personaUty by examining

lists of the personaUty-descriptive adjectives of different languages and then factor-

analyzing people's ratings on those adjectives. Over the years, different researchers

(Ashton et al., 2004; McCrae & John, 1992; Tupes & Christal, 1961/1992) have

summarized those personality-descriptive adjectives in terms of a few major dimensions.

The idea of analyzing personality-descriptive adjectives stems from the lexical

hypothesis, from which follows the idea that a factor analysis of ratings on adjectives in

any natural language will reveal an underlying structure of personality characteristics.

The categorization of personaUty traits into a few major factors is important because it

allows researchers to communicate more effectively and efficiently and it provides a
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comprehensive set of personality variables, which allows systematic examination of the

correlates of personality.

Another method of categorizingj)ersonality traits is derived from the analysis of

r

questionnaires. This method examines existing personality questionnaires to find the

major components of personality that are being consistently measured. Previous research

using the questionnaire method and the lexical method have merged to produce a five-

factor structure ofpersonahty called the five-factor model or the Big 5 (McCrae & Costa,

1985). The most widely used five-factor model structure or FFM was developed and

refined by McCrae and Costa (1987) from past research using the questionnaire method.

The FFM has named the five factors: Extraversion, Agreeableness, Conscientiousness,

Neuroticism, and Openness. In order to measure these five factors, the NEO Personality

Inventory (NEO-PI; Costa & McCrae,- 1985) and the NEO Five Factor Inventory (NEO-

FFI; Costa & McCrae, 1989) were created. The debate concerning the number of factors

has been explored by a number of researchers (Goldberg, 1990; Lanning & Gough, 1991;

Piedemont,McCrae,& Costa, 1991). ; .;';.,>;.

Some recent research based on the lexical hypothesis suggests that there is a six

factor structure of personahty characteristics. Ashton et al. (2004) factor analysed i

personality adjectives in seven different natural languages and found a six factor structure

ofpersonality characteristics. This result impUes that this structure of personality

characteristics is present across diverse cultures and social contexts. The six factors that

they discovered were Extraversion, Agreeableness, Conscientiousness, Emotionality,

Honesty/Humility, and Openness to Experience. (Note that Openness to Experience is
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the label typically used with questionnaires, whereas

Intellect/Imagination/Unconventionality is the label used in lexical studies). The six

factors along with examples of some of their defming traits are listed as fellows:

r

Extraversion (sociability and energy); Agreeableness (patience and peacefubess);

Conscientiousness (precision and discipline); Emotionality (fearflihiess and

sentimentaUty); Openness to Experience (creativity and depth); and Honesty/Humility

(sincerity and modesty). Lee and Ashton (2004) constructed a personality inventory

called the HEXACO-PI to measure their six personahty factors.

Values

Another widely studied area of individual differences is that of values and value

systems. Rokeach (1973) defined values as enduring beliefs that are socially or

personally preferable end-states of existence. He believed that values are enduring

because values are taught as absolutes, meaning all-or-none. He explains that you are not

taught to be only a little bit honest or to strive for only a little bit of peace, but are instead

taught to be fully honest and strive for world peace. Rokeach (1973) created a Values

Survey containing 18 instrumental values (values based on a means or process) and 18

terminal values (values based on end-states). Participants using this survey are asked to

order the values according to the order of importance they place on them as guiding

principles in their lives. Rokeach found these 36 values to be relatively uncorrelated with

each other.

Schwartz (1992) expanded upon Rokeach's value work to form further definitions

and scales. Schwartz defined values as stable individual preferences that reflect
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socialization. The importance of particular goals for people develops through each

person's experiences with biological endowments, social experiences, and exposure to

culture. People believe values to be positive goals for themselves, which guide their

behaviour in order to reach a desirable end. These goals, like personaUty traits, extend

from one situation to the next (Schwartz, 1992). According to Schwartz, people have an

imphcit ranking of values according to the personal importance they attribute to the goals

and they judge other people's behaviour according to their own goal or value standards.

According to Schwartz and Bilsky (1987, 1990), values originated from three distinct

requirements of human existence: basic needs, successful interaction among people, and

survival of groups and societies. These requirements were the basis for the 10

motivational goals that Schwartz (1992) discovered. The 10 motivational goals were

supported through a Smallest Space Analysis, which plotted each value into a

multidimensional space in order to see where the distinctions could be drawn for each

value scale. The findings were consistent across 20 countries representing all the <

continents, 13 languages, and 8 religions. According to Schmitt, Schwartz, Steyer, and

Schmitt (1993) values play an important part in explaining antecedents and consequences

ofhuman behaviour and experience. Other researchers (Bardi & Schwartz, 2003) believe

that although values motivate actions, they are not consistently good indicators of

behaviour. Values are only likely to influence behaviour when the behaviour stems from

a conscious decision. When there is little or no cognitive elaboration (i.e., conscious

thought), people do not always exhibit value-consistent behaviour (Maio, Olson, Allen, &

Bernard, 2001).
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The representation of Schwartz's values and their relationships to each other can

be seen in Figure 1. Values that are in close proximity to each other share compatible

goals and correlate the most positively with each other. In contrast, the values that are

the most negatively correlated and tend to be in conflict are located on opposite sides of

the circle (Schwartz & Boehnke, 2004). The 10 value types of Schwartz's model, along

with examples of their constituent values as described by Schwartz, are listed as follows:

Self-direction (creativity, freedom, independence, curiosity); Stimulation (daring, varied

life); Achievement (successful, capable, ambitious); Hedonism (pleasure-seeking,

enjoying life); Power (social power, authority, wealth); Security (social order,

cleanliness, family security, reciprocation of favours); Conformity (politeness,

obedience, self-discipline); Tradition (acceptance of and respect for tradition);

Benevolence (helpfuhiess, honesty, loyalty, responsibility); and Universalism (social

justice, wisdom, equahty, unity with nature).

These 10 values can be categorized into four different higher-order clusters of

values that represent two bipolar dimensions: conservation versus openness to change

and self-transcendence versus self-enhancement (see Figure 1). Self-enhancement values

motivate people to enhance their own personal interests, whereas self-transcendence

values motivate people to transcend their selfish concerns and promote the welfare of

others. Openness to change values motivate people to follow one's own intellectual and

emotional interests in unpredictable and uncertain directions, whereas conservation

values motivate people to preserve the status quo and the assurance it provides in

relationships with others, institutions, and traditions.
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Openness to change values

Self transcendence values

Conservation values

Self enhancement values

Figure 1. Model of relations among the 10 values identified by Schwartz (1992)
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Differences Between Personality Dimensions and Values

Most research has treated personality traits and values as different domains and

has investigated them independently of each other (Winter et al., 1998). There are a few

ways in which personality traits and values do seem to differ. Traits represent what

people "are like." In many cases traits are considered automatic and are acted on without

intention. As a result of this, observers may be able to detect which traits an individual

may have by monitoring the individual's behaviours. On the other hand, values are

intentionally set learned goals that are used to judge the desirabihty of behaviour, people,

and events. In accordance with this, one's own values are beheved to be desirable by

oneself, whereas traits can be either positive or negative in desirability to both the self

and observers. Personality traits can vary across individuals in the level ofthe

characteristic that is exhibited in behaviour, thought, and emotion,'whereas values vary

across individuals in the importance that is attributed to each goal. Personality traits and

values can have similar names (e.g., power), but can have different expressions. In the

sense of a personality trait, power is exemphfied by someone who wishes to be dominant

over other people. This individual is likely to enjoy positions of authority and get

satisfaction from influencing others. That is, a person who has a high need for power

may simply have a competitive nature and feel the need to be better than other people.

This person would also be very disappointed and upset if he or she did not "win" in a

given situation or felt that he or she were not superior to someone else. In the sense of a

value, power is sought after, as in a goal. An individual may beUeve that power is a good

thing and something to be sought after, and so he or she would incorporate competitive
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activities into his or her Ufestyle. This person may believe that if he or she strived for

power, he or she would be more successful in their lives. This is something that they

have thought about and have consciously decided for themselves, but which may not be

observable to outsiders.

Similarities Between Personality Traits and Values

Although traits and values may be acquired differently, they are both thought to

have their origins in the evolutionary past (McCrae et al., 2000; Schwartz, 1992). Values

are thought to be based on what Schwartz claims to be the three universal requirements of

himian existence (biological needs, social interaction needs, and requirements for survival

of groups; Schwartz, 1992), whereas the personahty factor model has been traced back to

trait variation through evolutionarily adaptive strategies that have been thought to shape

the importance and permanence ofwhich traits are commonly seen today (McCrae et al.,

2000). This common foundation could be the reason that a person's traits and value

priorities often go hand-in-hand, but on the other hand, a much simpler explanation for

Iheir connection is the fact that many traits and values are conceptually similar constructs

that influence each other in the decision making process. A given trait and value may

seem to mutually influence each other because people try to act in ways that are

consistent with their values (Rokeach, 1973; Schwartz, 1996). When someone's

behaviour is not in line with their values, they tend to change their behaviour in an effort

to reduce any discrepant feelings. Conversely, if someone commonly exhibits a

behavioural trait that is inconsistent with their values, they may change the personal
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importance of that value to be more in line with the trait behaviour. This process is

similar to that of cognitive dissonance (Festinger, 1957).

Past Research Linking Values and Traits. Past research that has attempted to link

values and traits has focused primarily on correlational analyses in an attempt to examine

the similarity between the two constructs. Dollar ( 1 966), using the Survey of

Interpersonal Values, found that the values that correlated most highly with temperament

traits were recognition, independence, benevolence, and leadership. Simmons (1976)

attempted to convert Extraversion and Neuroticism traits into a values orientation but was

only moderately successful with the trait of Extraversion and was unsuccessful with the

trait of Neuroticism. Using Rokeach's (1968, 1973) Value Survey and Eysenck and

Eysenck's (1975) traits, several researchers (Fumham, 1984; Rim, 1984) have found

significant correlations between individuals' levels ofpersonality traits and their rankings

of the importance of similar values. They have suggested that the inclusion of value

preferences in the study of individual differences is important. In addition, unlike

Simmons' (1976) study, both Rim (1984) and Fumham (1984) found Neuroticism to be

an important correlate of the ranking of values such as obedience, social recognition, and

self respect.

Herringer (1998) used Goldberg's (1992) five-factor model to assess the

relationship between values and traits. Using this more recent structural model of

personality, he found there to be a conceptual overlap between personality traits and

values and that instead of being independent characteristics, they seem to be

interdependent. More specifically, he found that personality traits were related to six out
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of the seven value domains measured and that Openness and Conscientiousness were

related to the largest number of values.

More recent^tudies (Luk & Bond, 1993; Olver & Mooradian, 2003; Roccas,

Sagiv, Schwartz, & Knafo, 2002) have examined the connection between traits and

values using the NEO-FFI (Costa & McCrae, 1992a, 1992b) and the NEO-PI (Montag &

Levin, 1994) to measure personality traits and the Schwartz Value Survey (SVS;

Schwartz, 1992) to measure personal values. These studies all assessed the relations

between traits and values using correlational analyses and found a consistent pattern of

relations between traits and values. More specifically, they found that Extraversion was

positively related to Stimulation and negatively related to Tradition; Openness to

Experience was positively related to Universalism, Self-Direction, and Stimulation and

negatively related to Conformity, Tradition, and Power; Agreeableness was positively

related to Benevolence, Tradition, and Conformity and negatively related to Power,

Achievement, and Stimulation; Conscientiousness was positively related to Achievement,

Conformity, and Security and negatively related to Stimulation; and Neuroticism showed

very little relation to any of the values.

Now that there is empirical evidence of relations between values and personality

traits, it is worthwhile to examine how similar these constructs are and whether there

should be a distinction between the two. Bilsky and Schwartz (1994) examined this

question by using Similarity Structure Analyses or Smallest Space Analysis (SSAs),

which allowed them to represent traits and values as points in a muhidimensional space.

Traits and values were mapped as points onto a two dimensional space so that the
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distances between the points indicated whether traits and values occupied similar regions

of this space. Bilsky and Schwartz concluded that the addition of personahty variables to

the value structure was insignificant. This means that personality variables can be

r

integrated empirically into the value structure and that the distinction between traits and

values is not as clear as was previously thought. A major limitation of that paper,

however, is that the measure of personality traits used, the Freiburg Personality Inventory

(FPI), does not cover a full range of motivations due to its focus on psychopathology,

stress, aggression, and prosocial behaviour and its lack of focus on characteristics

definitive of a fully functioning person (Fahrenberg, Hampel, & Sehg, 1989). More

generally, the FPI was not designed to assess all of the major dimensions of personality.

Suggested Connections Between SVS Values andHEXACO Personality Factors

Apart from the empirical research on relations between values and traits (Luk &

Bond, 1993; Olver & Mooradian, 2003; Roccas et al., 2002), some conceptual overlap

can be observed between the SVS and the HEXACO-PI. Based on the content of the

various value types (Schwartz, 1992) and of the personahty factors (Lee & Ashton,

2004), some similarities between these domains can be observed, and these similarities

suggest hypotheses regarding empirical relations between them. These areas of overlap

are discussed below for each of the 10 value types in turn, with reference to one or more

conceptually similar personality factors. The purpose of this comparison is in part to

identify which personality traits and which values are later to be compared in terms of

their predictive validity with regard to behaviours. (See Table 1 for a summary).
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Selfdirection. Self-direction values include being creative, independent and

curious. Personality factors that correspond conceptually to these values include

Openness to Experience and Emotionality. Individuals who score high in Openness to ^

Experience are curious about the world and are creative artistically and also when it

comes to solving problems. People low in Emotionality are brave, cahn, independent and

selfassured. ;>';<-.;; ,:', >..- A,^y- - i -r .r. "
)ff\

Stimulation. Stimulation values promote a life full of exciting, daring, different

things. People who value stimulation are likely to be high in Extraversion, high in

Table 1.

Proposed combinations ofpersonality traits hypothesized to approximate each value.

Value
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Openness to Experience, and low in Conscientiousness. People with these characteristics

are more likely to act on impulse, seek out social activities, and have a desire to learn

more about the world and traveling. They are always trying out new things and are

receptive to unconventional ideas, sometimes without considering the consequences.

Achievement. Achievement values such as being capable, successful, and

ambitious are similar to the traits defining the factor of Conscientiousness. People high

in Conscientiousness and Achievement are more likely to be ordered, have a strong work

ethic and are constantly trying to improve their work. ' ^ .
',

' *

Hedonism. Hedonism values such as pleasure seeking and enjoying life suggest

low levels of the factor of Conscientiousness. People low in Conscientiousness are Ukely

to have low amounts of disciphne and desire to achieve. They tend to act on impulse '

without considering the consequences.

Power. Power values such as dominance, wealth, and social power suggest

similar characteristics to those of the factors of Honesty-Humility and Extraversion. It is

expected that people who value power highly would score high on Extraversion and low

on Honesty-Humility. People low on Honesty-Humility might consider themselves to be

superior to others and would be more likely to cheat and take advantage of others in order

to obtain wealth, goods, and social status. Also, people high on Extraversion might enjoy

talking and are often willing to voice their opinions around strangers and large groups of

people.

Security. Security values consist of social order, family security, and reciprocation

of favours. People who value security are also likely to score high in Conscientiousness.
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These people prefer structure, order, and consider themselves to be cautious, thorough

and self controlled.

Cqpformity. Conformity values include obedience, self-discipline, and politeness.

r

People who are high in Agreeableness and low in Openness to Experience often also

portray these characteristics. They are likely to be trusting and poUte to others and do not

like large amounts of change in their lives. :•. <;/:•'..:..

Tradition. People who value tradition appreciate and respect traditions and are

often humble and devout. These values are likely to be important for people who score

low in Openness to Experience. These individuals prefer conventional people and like

their lives to be constant and predictable.

Benevolence. Benevolence values include helpfulness, loyalty, responsibility, and

honesty.- These values are hkely to be evident in people who are high in Honesty-

Humility, high in Emotionality, and high in Agreeableness. These people are often

honest, trusting, empathetic, mild mannered, cooperative, modest, and are likely to form

strong emotionally genuine relationships. . v «{>•- r-. •.

Universalism. Universalism values such as social justice, unity with nature, and

wisdom all correspond with the high levels of Honesty-Humility and high levels of *

Openness to Experience. People who value these things probably treat others with

respect, sincerity, and fairness and are likely to appreciate the natural beauty of the world.

Pufjioseofthe Present Study .v

This study examined the hypothesized connections between personality and

values using the Schwartz Value Survey and HEXACO Personality Inventory based on
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self and peer reports. The purpose of this study was partly to examine these relations in

their own right, and partly to investigate whether values add beyond personahty in the

prediction of behaviour. It was hypothesize(^ that the addition of values to personahty

would be minimal in most cases because the range ofpossible traits within each

personality factor and the number of possible combinations allows the prediction of

behaviour to be more specific. However, it was predicted that certain values (Tradition

and Security), which cover the areas of religion and political interest would predict over

and above traits because these aspects of individual differences are not thoroughly

covered by personality. Saroglou (2002) completed a meta-analysis of the relation

between religion and the Five-Factor Model of personality. He found that of the five

factors, Agreeableness and Conscientiousness demonstrated small relations to religion.

Lee, Ogunfowora, and Ashton (2005) found that political attitudes and religiosity are

influenced by social and familial variables, and should not be considered personahty

dispositions. Political attitudes and religiosity are ways of thinking about some specific

question about society or life in particular. One interesting difference between the

variables political attitudes and rehgiosity on one hand, and personality, on the other

hand, is that personahty traits are dispositions and are minimally influenced by family or

environment, whereas political attitudes and religious beliefs are strongly influenced by

dispositions and the environment (Abrahamson, Baker, & Caspi, 2002). Lee et al. (2005)

explained that rehgiosity and pohtical conservatism are shaped more strongly by shared

environmental influences than is personality. These researchers also state that assortative

mating is much stronger for religious and political attitudes than for personality. These
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findings suggest that religious beliefs and political attitudes are based on attitudes and

beliefs which are strongly influenced by environment and should not be considered

dispositions. (Note that, regardless of whether of not one considers religiosity Jo be

outside the domain of personality, rehgiosity is only weakly related to personality

domains, as observed in some empirical studies. Saroglou, Delpierre, and Demelle

(2004) found that values were a better predictor of religiosity than were personality traits

when looking at Schwartz's values with religiosity in a meta-analysis. In the examination

ofhow religious conversion affects personality change, Paloutzian, Richardson, and

Rambo (1999) found personality to be fairly consistent even through religious

conversion. These researchers found that instead of changing an individual's personality,

religious conversion was more likely to impact an individual's goals and strivings.

Piedmont (1999) found the domain of spiritual transcendence to be independent of the

personality factors identified in the Five-Factor Model both in adding to the prediction of

a wide range of behaviours and in defining an additional factor. Piedmont suggested the

consideration of spiritual transcendence as a sixth dimension of personahty, additional to

the Big Five.)

A separate item measuring religiosity was included along with the personality

scales in some regression analyses in order to strengthen the predictive validity of

personality in predicting behaviour. This indicated whether any incremental validity

added by values beyond personality in predicting Tradition behaviours was due primarily

to religiosity. ' v;* .;^<;r ; . - ?, ,
.
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Overall, it was expected that conceptually similar traits and values would predict

similar behaviours. To examine the predictive validity of values and traits, behaviour

items expressive of each of Schwartz's 10 values as taken from Bardi and Schwartz

(2003) were be used as criteria. Personality traits were measured using the HEXACO-PI

and values were measured using the SVS. To fmd the relation between values and

predicted behaviours, values were correlated with the behaviour items that are

representative of the corresponding value. To fmd the relation between traits and

behaviours, combinations of traits that were hypothesized to represent each of the 10

values (as outlined above) were correlated with the same behaviour items. It was then

possible to compare the correlations to see whether traits or values were a stronger

predictor of behaviour or whether they both accounted for the same amount of variance.

Also, it was possible to find out whether values contributed beyond personality by

looking at the amount of incremental validity of values. In order to examine the

incremental validity of values beyond traits and vice versa, the main analysis involved

regression equations involving convergent correlations (i.e., personahty composites in

one step and single values in another step in order to predict the corresponding

behaviour). In addition, other regression analyses examining the validity of the entire

personality and values domains, rather than just any single domain or any single

personality composite, were performed in order to predict the behaviour scales.

In addition to the primary hypotheses, the correlations between self and peer

reports for each inventory were examined. Previous research examining self and peer

report judgements of personality show that peer reports are often highly correlated with
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self reports and in some cases demonstrate even more predictive validity than do self

reports in the prediction of behaviour (Kolar, Funder, & Colvin, 1996). The moderately

^trong agreement between self and peer reports is consistent with the notion of rationality

in trait theory. McCrae and Costa (1999) explain rationality as an assumption of trait

theory. Rationality is the ability to understand oneself in terms of one's personality traits

and characteristics. This assumption makes personality theory interestmg to test because

people can respond to straightforward self-report questionnaires measuring their

personality characteristics with relative ease and accuracy.

Examining self and peer reports were especially interesting for the domain of

values because peer reports have only been examined in one study (Bernard, Gebauer, &

Maio, 2006). The Bernard et al. study used a shorter measure of personal values that

included 28 items, which assessed participants' personal and perceived societal values.

These items represented the four higher-order clusters of Schwartz values. The Bernard

et al. study found that the self and peer reports ofpersonal values were moderately

strongly correlated (rs ranged from .33 to .54).

For the present study, it was hypothesized that self reports and peer reports of

values would be moderately correlated. It is likely that the present study will observe a

wider range of self—^peer report correlations in values than the Bernard et al. study

because the present study examined all 10 value scales, whereas the Bernard study

examined the four higher-order clusters. Bardi and Schwartz (2003) examined the

relation between the 10 values types and behaviours expressive of each value type and

found that Tradition and Stimulation values were the most strongly related to their
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respective behaviours, with the highest correlation for Stimulation (.68), whereas

Security, Conformity, Benevolence, and Achievement values were the least related to

their corresponding behaviours, w^th Benevolence having the lowest correlation (.30; all

p< .01; correlations were corrected for unreliability). For the present study, it was

hypothesized that values such as Power and Self-Direction, which are likely more

observable to peers, would show stronger self—^peer correlations, whereas values that are

not as observable, such as Benevolence, would have weaker self—^peer correlations.





Method

Participants

Two-hundred and fifty two participants (148 females, 104 males) with a mean age

of 20.6 years were recruited from Brock University. Participants were asked to attend

with a close fiiend or relative whom they knew well and who was willing to participate in

the study. Previous research has shown that people who know each other well are much

more accurate in their predictions of a firiend's personality than are strangers (Funder et

al., 1995); therefore, it was important to restrict participants to well acquainted pairs. The

close firiend or relative completed the questionnaires for themselves and also provided

peer reports for their friend.

Materials

Values measurement. The domain of values was measured using the Schwartz

Value Survey (SVS, see Appendix A; Schwartz, 1992). This questionnaire was designed

as a self-report measure for the 10 motivational values found by Schwartz (1992). The

10 value types that were assessed in this instrument are as follows: Achievement, Power,

Hedonism, Stimulation, Self-Direction, Universalism, Benevolence, Tradition,

Conformity, and Security.

To assess the internal consistency reliabilities of the SVS scales, Schwartz (1992)

and Schwartz, Sagiv, and Antonovsky (1991) computed a coefficient alpha (a) for each

value type. Alphas ranged from .55 (Tradition) to .75 (Stimulation).

The version of the SVS used in this study consisted of 57 value items with a short

description of the value in parentheses. Participants were asked to rate each value item as

31
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a guiding principle in their own life. Response choices range from -1 {opposed to my

principles) to {not important) to 7 {ofsupreme importance).

Personality measurement. Personality was measured using the HEXACO

Personality Inventory (HEXACO-PI; Lee & Ashton, 2004; 2006). This instrument was

designed to measure six major dimensions of personality: Honesty/Humility,

Emotionality, Extraversion, Agreeableness, Conscientiousness, and Openness to

Experience. When the facet scales were factor-analyzed, they did load as expected on the

six factors with corresponding factor loadings ranging from .54 to .73 (Lee & Ashton,

2004). These researchers found that the six factor-level scales showed rather low inter-

correlations, indicating that these factors are fairly independent. Tests of validity for the

HEXACO-PI scales show the expected pattern of strong convergent correlations {r - .68

to r = .86) and weak discriminant correlations (all rs < .40; Lee & Ashton, 2004) with

external marker scales measuring similar constructs.

The HEXACO-PI contains 208 items based on 26 facet-level traits that are

included within the six higher-order personality dimensions. Responses were based on a

five-point scale which ranged from 1 {strongly disagree) to 5 {strongly agree). Internal

consistency reliabilities ranged from .75 (Flexibility) to .88 (Forgiveness) for the facet-

level fraits and from .89 (Conscientiousness) to .92 (Honesty-HumiUty) for the six factor

level scales (Lee & Ashton, 2004). For the purpose of this study, the half length version

of the HEXACO-PI was used (Means and reliabilities obtained from Michael Ashton,

personal communication, August 15, 2006; Lee & Ashton, 2006).
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Religiosity. To assess religiosity, a single item was included in both self (and

peer) report questionnaires that asked participants to indicate their (and their peer's)

degree of religiosity on an eight-point scale (from to 7). Previous research has shown

that a single item measuring religiosity is very highly correlated with multi-item scales

measuring reUgiosity. ., ,,

Behaviour measurement. Self and peer reported behaviour was measured using

the Behaviour Scale (see Appendix B) constructed by Bardi and Schwartz (2003). This

questionnaire was designed to measure the frequency of value-expressive behaviours and

consisted of 84 behaviour items that are representative of each of Schwartz's 10 values.

The response format follows a five-point scale from (never) to 4 (frequently).

Participants were asked to rate the frequency of each behaviour item while taking into

account the opportunity to engage in such a behaviour. Internal consistency reliabiUty for

value-expressive behaviours ranged from .49 for Security behaviours to .76 for Power

behaviours (Bardi & Schwartz, 2003). Including the behaviour items that were based on

a values taxonomy further challenges the hypothesis that personality will be a better

predictor of behaviour than will values.

Peer report instruments. All peer report instruments included the same items as

in the self report version. Items were slightly reworded to include viewpoints from a

second person perspective. For example, the item, / worry about little things was changed

to, He/she worries about little things.
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Procedures

Participants read and signed a copy of the Informed Consent Letter (Appendix C).

Each participant completed the self-report versions of the HEXACO-PI, SVS, and the

self-report Behaviour Scale. They then completed the peer-report versions of these

questionnaires for their friend/relative. The order of the questionnaires was

counterbalanced (self vs. peer and personality vs. values vs. behaviours) by session to

reduce any order effects. The session took approximately 1.5 hours and upon completion

participants received $15 as compensation as well as Written Information about the Study

(see Appendix D)

ir ;.





Results

Descriptive Statistics and Reliabilities

HEXACO-PI. Means, standard deviations, and reliabilities of the six HEXACO-

PI scales in both self and peer reports are provided in Table 2. The means of these scales

were all close to the midpoint of the 1 to 5 response scale (i.e., 3.00). The standard

deviations indicated a wide distribution of responses throughout the range of possible

scores. (

Internal consistency reliability for each HEXACO-PI scale was calculated using

Cronbach's alpha. The reliabilities for all six scales for both self and peer report were

high, with all alphas above .80. The descriptive statistics and reliabilities shown in Table

2 are consistent with those found in other studies measuring the HEXACO-PI (Lee &

Ashton, 2004).

Schwartz Value Survey (SVS). Table 3 shows the means, standard deviations, and

reliabilities of the 10 scales within the SVS from both self and peer reports. Note that the

means and standard deviations are based on scales whose items have been centred within-

subjects (or ipsatized) to control for use of the response scale. (That is, responses to the

items were subtracted from each participant's mean response. This procedure is

cormnonly used with the SVS because of its lack of reverse keyed items [Bardi &

Schwartz, 2003; Olver & Mooradian, 2003; Schwartz, 1992].) Overall, this sample

showed relatively higher levels of Hedonism and Self Direction, whose means were

above zero, than of Power and Tradition, whose means were below zero. The internal

consistency reliability for each value scale was calculated. Alphas ranged from .04 for

35
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Table 2.

Means. Standard Deviations (SD), and Reliabilities ofScores on the HEXACO-PI Scales
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Tables.

Means, Standard Deviations, and Reliabilities ofScores on the Schwartz Value Survey

Mean SD Reliability

Self Report

Self direction .65 .71 .31

Stimulation -.20 1.15 .52

Achievement .46 .80 .36

Hedonism .88 1.23 .60

Power -1.94 1.59 .68

Security -.22 .72 .04

Conformity .04 .82 .35

Tradition -1.22 .97 .31

Benevolence .63 .74 .49

Universalism -.17 .87 .62

Peer Report

Self direction .62 .71 .30

Stimulation .04 1.12 .50

Achievement .45 .77 .33

Hedonism 1.00 1.16 .53

Power -1.57 1.69 .70

Security -.28 .80 .18

Conformity .02 .84 .35

Tradition -1.02 .93 .32

Benevolence .66 .75 .49

Universalism -.43 .78 .55

Note. N = 252. Reliability calculated using Cronbach's Alpha. Scale items based on a nine-point scale (-1-

7).
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Security to .68 for Power. For several scales, these reliabilities are low enough to suggest

that their items are not measuring a common underlying characteristic. This wide

variation in sc^le reliabilities has been found in previous research (Bardi & Schwartz,

2003), with Security showing a lower alpha than the rest of the value scales, apparently

due to its conceptually broad definition, whereas Power has shown a higher alpha,

apparently because it is conceptually narrow. (Note also that centring items tends to limit

their inter-item correlations therefore yielding lower reliabilities; if reliabilities are

calculated based on uncentred items, the reliabilities ranged from .40 to .75 in self report

and .51 to .74 in peer report.)

Behaviour Scale. The means, standard deviations, and rehabilities for the 10

behaviour scales are shown in Table 4. These values are based on items that have been

centred (i.e., ipsatized) to control for differences in scale use and as for the case for the

SVS, none of the items in the Behaviour Scale are reverse-keyed (Bardi & Schwartz,

2003). Benevolence and Conformity behaviours appear to be performed more frequently

while Power and Universalism behaviours were performed less frequently.

The scales showed reliabilities that ranged from .34 for Achievement to .69 for

Universahsm. These reliabilities are slightly lower than those found in a previous study

(Bardi & Schwartz, 2003). When reliabilities are calculated based on uncentred items,

the reliabilities ranged fi-om .52 to .78 in self report and .44 to .81 in peer report.

Within-Inventory Selfand Peer Report Correlations

HEXACO-PI. Self and peer report correlations for the HEXACO-PI are shown in

Tables 5 and 6 respectively. Most of the correlations were low with the exception of the
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Table 4.

Means, Standard Deviations, and Reliabilities ofScores on the ] Behaviour Scales

Representing the 10 Values Types

Mean SD Reliability

Self Report

Self Direction

Stimulation

Achievement

Hedonism

Power

Security

Conformity

Tradition

Benevolence

Universalism

.19
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Table 5.

HEXACO-PI Scale SelfReport Correlations

Scale

I '

Honesty - ' Openness to

Humility Emotionality Extraversion - Agreeableness Conscientiousness Experience

Humility

Emotionality
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correlations between Honesty-Humility and Agreeableness (r = .42 and r ~ .43 for self

and peer reports, respectively). This pair has been shown to be the most highly correlated

of the HEXACO-PI scales in past research, with values typically in the .30s (Lee &

Ashton, 2006).

In Table 7, the correlations between self and peer reports on the HEXACO-PI

scales are shown. As can be seen, the convergent correlations were all relatively large,

ranging from .46 to .67. The discriminant correlations were all fairly small, ranging from

.01 to .24. These results are similar to those found in previous research comparing self

and peer report correlations of the HEXACO-PI (Lee & Ashton, 2006).

SVS. Tables 8 and 9 display the correlations among the scales of the SVS for self

and peer reports, respectively. (Note that, because the scales have been calculated from

ipsatized items, the scale scores of each participant must sum to zero. Therefore, high

scores on some scales must be balanced by low scores on other scales, causing a negative

bias in the correlations among the scales.) The strongest negative correlations (-.55 for

self-report and -.56 for peer-report) involve value scales that are located at opposite

regions of Schwartz's circumplex, whereas the strongest positive correlations (.34 for

self-report and .41 for peer report) involve value scales that are located beside each other

in Schwartz's circumplex. The correlations between self and peer reports on the SVS

scales are shown in Table 10. As can be seen, the convergent correlations were all

moderate in size ranging from .21 to .46 with an average of .33. The discriminant

correlations were slightly lower than the convergent correlations with a range of -.39 to

.26. This convergent correlation mean is somewhat lower than that obtained by Bernard,
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Table 7.

HEXACO-PI Scale Selfby Peer Report Correlations

»
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Table 9.

Schwartz Value Scale Peer Report Correlations '' '
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Table 10. , ,

Schwartz Value Scale Selfby Peer Report Correlations

Peer Report
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Gebauer, and Maio (2006), who found a mean convergent correlation of .45 between self

and peer reports for the SVS.

Behaviour Scales. Self and peer report correlations for the behaviour scales are

shown in Tables 1 1 and 12 respectively. The tendency toward a negative bias among

correlations due to ipsatization can again be seen. Similar to the results of the SVS self

and peer report scales, the strongest negative correlations (-.40 for self-report and -.56 for

peer-report) involve correlations of value scales that are located in opposite regions of

Schwartz's circumplex whereas the strongest positive correlations (.23 for self-report and

.40 for peer report) involve scales that are located in value regions that are beside each

other in Schwartz's cu-cumplex.

The correlations between self and peer reports on the behaviour scales can be seen

in Table 13. The convergent correlations were all moderately large ranging from .32 to

.56, whereas the discriminant correlations were generally fairly small, ranging from -.35

to .27. These findings are similar to those found in Bardi and Schwartz (2003). All

convergent correlations followed the same trends with Tradition and Stimulation being

among the highest self—^peer correlations and Security and Benevolence being among

the lowest self—^peer correlations.

Between-Inventory Selfand Peer Report Correlations

HEXACO and SVS. Table 14 shows the correlations between each HEXACO

scale and each SVS scale. Focussing on those relations that were moderately strong (r >

.25), each value type was associated with one or more HEXACO factors:

Self Direction correlated positively with Openness to Experience;
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Table 11.

Behaviour Scale SelfReport Correlations

Behaviour Scale

Behaviour
' Scale SelfDir Stimul Achiev Hedonism Power Security Confer Tradit Benev Univer

Self

Direction

Stimulation
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Table 12.

Behaviour Scale Peer Report Correlations

Behaviour Scale
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Table 13.

Behaviour Scale Selfby Peer Report Correlations
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Table 14.

SelfReport Correlations ofHEXACO Personality Factors with Schwartz 's 10 Values.

HEXACO Scale

Honesty-

Value Scale Humility Emotionality Extraversion Agreeableness Conscientiousness

Openness to *

Experience '

Self Direction
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Stimulation correlated negatively with Emotionality and Conscientiousness;

Achievement was negatively correlated with Honesty-HumiUty and

Agreeableness, and positively correlated with Conscientiousness;

Hedonism correlated negatively with Honesty-Humihty;

Power was correlated negatively with Honesty-Humility and Agreeableness;

Security was negatively correlated with Openness to Experience;

Conformity was positively correlated with Conscientiousness;

Tradition was positively correlated with Agreeableness;

Benevolence was strongly positively correlated with Honesty-Humility;

Universalism was highly correlated with Honesty-Humility and Openness to

Experience.

As can be seen by comparing Table 14 with Table 15, the correlations between

the HEXACO-PI scales and the SVS scales were similar for self and peer reports. In

most cases the peer report correlations were shghtly higher, with the exception of

Tradition, which was slightly lower.

Selfand Peer Report Correlations ofBehaviour Scale with HEXACO-PI and SVS

HEXACO-PI. The self and peer report correlations between the HEXACO-PI

scales and the 10 behaviour scales are shown in Table 16. Focussing on those relations

that were moderately strong {r > .25), within the self report data, there were several

substantial correlations between the HEXACO scales and the behaviour scales:

Honesty-Humility was negatively correlated with Hedonism and Power

behaviours and positively correlated with Benevolence and Universalism behaviours;
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Table 15.

Peer Report Correlations ofHEXACO Personality Factors with Schwartz 's 10 Values

HEXACO Scale
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Table 16.

Selfand Peer Report Correlations ofHEXACO Personality Factors with the 10 Behaviour Items

10 Behaviours Scales
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Emotionality correlated negatively with Self-Direction and Stimulation

behaviours;

Extraversion was positively correlated with Power behaviours;
,

Agreeableness correlated negatively with Achievement and Power behaviours,

and positively with Conformity and Benevolence;

Conscientiousness correlated negatively with Stimulation and Hedonism

behaviours and was positively correlated with Security and Achievement behaviours;

Openness to Experience correlated positively with Self-Direction and

Universalism behaviours and was negatively correlated with Security behaviours. As can

be seen by comparing the top and bottom halves of the table, the correlations for peer

reports were very similar to those described above for self report.

SVS. Table 17 shows the self and peer report correlations between the 10 SVS

scales and the 10 behaviour scales. All 10 values correlated positively with their

corresponding behaviour scale (e.g., Self-Direction values with Self-Direction

behaviours). The sizes of the convergent correlations were very similar to those found in

Bardi and Schwartz (2003). In the present study, the only value—^behaviour correlation

that was lower than the correlation found in previous research was that of Hedonism.

There were also many sizeable discriminant correlations between values and

behaviours. For example. Achievement correlated positively with Power behaviours.

Power correlated negatively with Universalism behaviours, and Benevolence was

correlated negatively with Power behaviours.





Table 17.

Selfand Peer Report Correlations ofSchwartz's 10 Values with the 10 Behaviour Scales

10 Behaviours Scales
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negatively with Conformity behaviours and positively with Hedonism behaviours, and

the Conformity value correlated negatively with Stimulation and Hedonism behaviours.

Selfand Peer Report Correlations ofthe Values Scales with the 10 Personality

Approximations to the Value Types

Recall that composite scale scores were calculated by combining HEXACO-PI

scales that were conceptually relevant to the same SVS scale. These composites allow

simple comparisons of both the personality and values scales in their prediction of the

behaviour scales. As can be seen in the left hand column of Tables 20 and 21, the 10

values scales were correlated with the 10 personality approximations designed to match

each value type. The convergent correlations ranged from .10 to .54, with eight out of 10

reaching statistical significance. The two convergent correlations which did not reach

significance were those involving the Security and Tradition values scales. The same

analyses based on peer reports showed correlations that ranged in size from .05 to .57.

Nine out of 10 convergent correlations reached significance. Tradition was the only

value for which the correlation with the corresponding personality composite did not

reach statistical significance. •
:

Selfand Peer Report Correlations ofthe Behaviour Scale with the 10 Personality

Approximations to the Value Types . .;

To examine how well personality traits predict behaviour, the predicted

combination of traits (summarized in Table 1) thought to represent each value type was

combined as a unit-weighted sum, and then the correlation of this composite with the

corresponding behaviour scale was calculated. The hypothesized composites of
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HEXACO personality traits were correlated with the 10 behaviour scales (see self report

results in Table 18). The composites approximating Power, Self-Direction, Universalism,

and Achievement were all highly correlate(J with their corresponding behaviour scales.

Also, the personality composites for Benevolence, Hedonism, Conformity, Security, and

Stimulation were all moderately correlated with the corresponding behaviour domains

whereas the personality combination for Tradition did not show a significant correlation

with the Tradition behaviour scale. The responses from peer reports all showed a similar

pattern of results, as can be seen in Table 19. Comparison of these results with those of

Tables 16 and 17 show that the personality approximations were in most cases as highly

correlated as were the values scale with the behaviour scales. Tradition was the only

behaviour group where the value revealed a much stronger correlation than that of the

personality approximation. . .

'

r

Correlations ofReligiosity with HEXACO-PI Scales, SVS scales, and Behaviour Scales

Recall that as conceptualized by Schwartz, the value of Tradition involves

religiosity, which is excluded from the domain ofpersonality characteristics. Correlations

were calculated between religiosity, as assessed by the single item described in the

method section, and the scales of the HEXACO-PI, SVS, and Behaviour Scale. It was

hypothesized that the SVS scale of Tradition would be most highly correlated with

religiosity. As predicted, the correlations of religiosity with the HEXACO-PI scales in

both self and peer reports were weak (all below .25), showing that religiosity is largely

unrelated to the scales of the HEXACO-PI. When the SVS was correlated with was

Tradition (r = .5 1 and r - .49 respectively). Similarly, for the behaviour scales, all
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Table 18.

SelfReport Correlations ofthe 10 Behaviour Scales with HEXACO Factor Approximations Representing each

Value
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Table 19.

Peer Report Correlations ofthe 10 Behaviour Scales with HEXACO Factor Approximations Representing

each Value

1 Behaviour Scales
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Table 20.

Simple Correlation Between Personality Composites and Convergent Values, and Multiple Regression

Results ofthe Incremental Validity ofthe Values Scales and Personality Composites on each Corresponding

Behaviour Scale Based on Self-Report.
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Table 21.

Simple Correlation Between Personality Composites and Convergent Values, and Multiple Regression

Results ofthe Incremental Validity ofthe Values Scales and Personality Composites on each Corresponding

Behaviour Scale Based on Peer-Report.
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correlations with Religiosity were less than .25, except those of the Tradition behaviours

religiosity, the only value scale that was correlated above .25 in either self or peer reports

(r = .62 for self reports, r = .56 for peer reports). These results shoy that the element of

religiosity is assessed in the SVS and behaviour scale representing Tradition but not by

the HEXACO-PI scales.

Regression Analyses of Values and Personality in the Prediction ofBehaviour

Incremental validity ofvalues beyondpersonality using composites and the single

convergent value as predictors. The far left-hand column of Table 20 and 21 shows the

correlations between the personality composite designed to represent each value and its

corresponding value for self and peer reports. Most of the correlations were moderate in

size with the exception of those for Tradition and Security, which were low. The

colunms second from the left of Table 20 show the results of regression analyses that test

the incremental validity of each of the 10 values scales, beyond the validity of each of the

corresponding 10 personahty composites, in predicting the 10 corresponding behaviour

scales in self report. As can be seen in that table, all of the 10 values scales produced a

statistically significant increment in validity beyond the personality composites. The

sizes of the increases in R^ ranged from .01 to .34 with a mean of . 10. The same analyses

were computed from peer reports (as can be seen in the same column of Table 22), with

similar results. The sizes of the increases in R^ ranged from .01 to .23 with a mean of .14.

As can be seen in Tables 21 and 22, the analyses for Tradition were performed

twice, with religiosity being added to the personality composite in the first step of the

equation (see the rows of Tables 20 and 21, with Tradition'' as the behaviour scale for this
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analysis). In self reports, adding the religiosity item to the personaUty composite for

Tradition increased the R achieved in the first step of the equation from .02 (when

religiosity was not included) to .62, with an increase from .39 to .45 in the mean R across

all 10 behaviour scales. When religiosity was added to personality in the first step of the

equation in peer report, the R increased fi-om .01 to .57, producing an increase from .40 to

.46 in the mean R across all 10 behaviour scales. For self report, the R^ change for

Tradition behaviours, when Tradition values were both included in the second step of the

equation, decreased from .34 to .09, producing a mean of .07 for all 10 behaviour scales.

For peer report, when personaUty and reUgiosity were added to the first step, the R^

change for Tradition behaviours decreased from .21 to .05 with a mean of .12 for all 10

behaviour scales for peer report.

Incremental validity ofpersonality beyond values using composites and the

convergent value as predictors. The middle columns of Table 20 show the results of

regression analyses that test the incremental validity of each of the 10 personality

composites, beyond the vahdity of each of the corresponding 10 value scales, in

predicting the 10 corresponding behaviour scales in peer report. As can be seen in that

table, 9 of the 10 personality composites produced a statistically significant increment in

validity beyond the values scales. The sizes of the increases in R^ ranged from .01 to .23

with a mean of . 1 1 . The same analyses were also computed for peer reports as can be

seen in the middle columns of Table 21. Here, only 7 of the 10 personality composites

produced a statistically significant increment in validity beyond the values scales. The

sizes of the increases in R^ ranged from .00 to . 15 with a mean of .07.
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As can be seen in Tables 20 and 21, analyses for Tradition were performed twice,

with religiosity being added to the personality composite in the second step of the

equation. For self report, the R^ change for Tradition behaviours, when the personahty

composite representing Tradition and religiosity were added in the second step of the

equation, increased from .01 to .14, producing a mean of .12 for all 10 behaviour scales.

For peer report, when personality and religiosity were added in the second step, the R

change for Tradition behaviours increased from .00 to .16, producing a mean of .08 for

all 10 behaviour scales for peer report.

Summary ofincremental validities using personality composites and convergent

single values. In both regression analyses (personality first, then values first), each

domain provided incremental validity beyond the other. Overall, the values showed

slightly better incremental validity than did personality, but this was mainly due to the

religiosity aspects of Tradition.

Incremental Validity Using all 10 SVS Scales and All 6 HEXACO-PI Scales as

Predictors.

In addition to examining the personality composites and the convergent values as

predictors of the Behaviour Scale, all six personahty scales and all 10 values scales were

examined as predictors of those criteria.

Incremental validity ofvalues beyondpersonality. The left-hand column of Table

22 shows the incremental vahdity of all 10 value scales beyond the vahdity of all six

HEXACO scales, in predicting the 10 behaviour scales m self report. For eight out of the

10 behaviour scales, values produced a statistically significant increment in vahdity
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beyond the personality scales. Achievement and Hedonism were the only two behaviour

scales where values did not add to the validity of personality. The sizes of the increases

in R^ ranged from .03 tp .33 with a mean of . 10. In peer report (seen in Table 23), Self-

r

Direction was the only behaviour scale for which values did not add significantly to

personality. The sizes of the increases in R^ ranged from .05 to .26 with a mean of .1 1.

In comparison to the results from the personality composites with the convergent value as

predictors, these results show very similar patterns for self and peer reports. As can be

seen in Tables 22 and 23, the analyses for Tradition were performed twice, with

religiosity being added to all six personality scales in the first step of the equation (see

rows of Tables 22 and 23, with Tradition^ as the behaviour scale for this analysis). The

Ic change for Tradition behaviours, when the personality scales and rehgiosity were

added in the first step* of the equation, decreased from .33 to .09, producing a mean of .08

for all 10 behaviour scales for self report. When the six personality scales and religiosity

were added in the first step, the R^ change for Tradition behaviours decreased from .21 to

.04, producing a mean of .09 for all 10 behaviour scales for peer report.

Incremental validity ofpersonality beyond values. The middle columns in Table

22 show the incremental vahdity of all six HEXACO scales, beyond the vahdity of all 10

values scales, in predicting the 10 behaviour scales in self report. Personality added a

significant amount of incremental validity in predicting every behaviour scale except

Tradition. The sizes of the increases in R^ ranged from .02 to .27 with a mean of . 1 3.

The same columns in Table 23 show results based on peer report. Universalism was the

only behaviour scale where personaUty did not add significantly beyond the
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Table 22.

Multiple Regression Results ofthe Incremental Validity ofthe Values Scales and Personality Scales on each

Behaviour Scale Based on Self-Report.

Personality First,

Then Values Values FirstyThen Personality Final Result

Behaviour

Scale
Personality Values Values Personality

Personality and

Values

R R AR' R R' AR' R Rf

Self Direction
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Table 23.

Multiple Regression Results ofthe Incremental Validity ofthe Values Scales and Personality Scales on each

Behaviour Scale Based on Peer-Report.

Personality First,

Then Values Values First, Then Personality Final ResuJt

Behaviour

Scale
Personality Values Values Personality

Personality and

Values

R r M^ R Mt R R

Self Direction
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predictive validity of values. The sizes of the increases in R^ for all 10 behaviour scales

ranged from .02 to .23 with a mean of . 11

.

As can be seen in Tables 22 and 23, the analyses for Tradition were performed

twice, with rehgiosity being added to all six personaUty scales in the second step of the

equation (see rows of Tables 22 and 23, with Tradition^ as the behaviour scale for this

analysis). The R^ change for Tradition behaviours, when the six personality scales and

religiosity were added in the second step of the equation, increased from .02 to .17 with a

mean of .15 for all 10 behaviour scales for self report. When personahty and rehgiosity

were added in the second step, the R^ change for Tradition behaviours increased from .05

to .22 with a mean of . 12 for all 10 behaviour scales for peer report.

Summary ofincremental validities using thefull domains ofpersonality and

values. In both regression analyses (personality first, then values first), each domain

provided incremental validity beyond the other, and the incremental validity added by

each domain is similar. (When the rehgiosity associated with Tradition is taken into

account, personality does shghtly better than values.)





K,i Discussion

The purpose of this study was to examine the relations between personality traits

and personal values and also the role of these two domains in the prediction of behaviour.

It was hypothesized that the addition of values to personahty, when predicting behaviour,

would be small in most cases. It was predicted that certain values, such as Tradition and

Security, would be more predictive of Tradition and Security behaviours respectively

than traits would because the variables of reUgious belief and political attitudes are not

included within the domain of personality. It was also hypothesized that the correlations

between self report and peer report may differ according to the value scale. It was

predicted that values such as Power and Self-Direction might be more observable to peers

and therefore reveal a stronger correlation, whereas the value Benevolence might have a

weaker self—^peer correlation because it is less observable to peers. -..

Correlations Between Selfand Peer Report Scales . v,

,

The convergent correlations between self and peer reports for traits, values, and

behaviours may illustrate how observable these domains as a whole are to peers and by

looking at the differences in self—^peer reports within each domain, we can see if some

traits or values are more observable to peers than others. Consistent with previous

research examining self and peer report judgements of personaUty traits (Kolar, Funder,

& Colvin, 1996), the HEXACO-PI convergent correlations for each scale were high,

suggesting that personality traits are easily observable to other people. This finding

conflicts with some past research comparing self and peer report judgements of

personality using the Five-Factor Model (Funder & Dobroth, 1987). Funder and Dobroth

'^
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found that some traits, for example Extraversion, showed higher self-other agreement

than traits such as Neuroticism. These researchers attributed this difference to visibility.

Characteristics of Extraversion involve social behaviours, which are pubhcly displayed,

whereas characteristics ofNeuroticism are mostly relevant to personal activities and are

often not observable. High levels of consensus between judges for the trait Extraversion

was also found in Kenny, Albright, Malloy, and Kashy (1994). It appears that the

HEXACO-PI may contain items measuring personahty characteristics that may be more

representative of visible behaviours and attitudes.

For values, the convergent correlations were only moderate (and with the

discriminant correlations only slightly lower). This is a very interesting finding because

there has been practically no previous research linking self and peer reports for the SVS.

Bernard et al. (2006) was the only study that previously examined self and peer report

measures for the SVS. These researchers found that self and peer reported values were

moderately correlated. Their correlations ranged from .33 to .54 for the four higher-order

value clusters (Openness to Change, Self Enhancement, Conservation, and Self

Transcendence). In order to compare these previous findings to the present study, the

same value items that were combined to form the four clusters in Bernard et al. (2006)

were also combined in the present study. Correlations of self and peer reports for the

four clusters of SVS items in the present study ranged fi-om .35 to .47. These findings are

thus very similar to those found in the Bernard et al. study.

The moderate correlations found between self and peer reports for the SVS

suggest that people's goals may not always be observable to others. In particular, the

values Conformity and Benevolence had the lowest correlations whereas Power and
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Tradition had the highest correlations. It is possible that Conformity and Benevolence

are fairly internally monitored goals, which may not be reflected in behaviour, whereas

values such as Power and Tradition involve other people, making them more obvious

t

values to peers. For example, the Conformity scale includes items concerning sejf

discipline, which is often a trait that is only acknowledged by oneself because any

outward behaviour that is observable to others may not convey the restramt (or lack of ^

restraint) that the individual has practised. The Benevolence scale includes items

concerning honesty and forgiveness, which are internal processes that are based on the

individual's standards and although the outward behaviour may be observable to others,

some of these processes occur internally and may not detectable by others. Power and

Tradition include items that involve other people such as authority and control over

others for Power and being respectful and humble for Tradition. In order to achieve these

goals, other people must play an active role. For example, an individual cannot have

authority over themselves, he or she must have authority over someone else; and in order

to respect tradition, the tradition is usually started by someone else and observed by other

people.

The Behaviour Scale, which assessed behaviours thought to be associated with

Schwartz's 10 values, were moderately correlated between self and peer reports. These

findings are consistent with the self-peer correlations for the Behaviour Scale found in

Bilsky and Schwartz (2003). These moderate correlations can be expected with some

behaviour groups such as Stimulation, Tradition, and Hedonism having a stronger self

—

peer correlation because they are more visible and common in everyday behaviours

whereas other behaviour groups such as Benevolence, Power, and Security might have a
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lower correlation because many behaviours may be internal or specific and context

dependent. For example, the behaviour items, keep promises I have made, din^diforgive

anotherperson when they have hurt myfeelings, which belong to the Benevolence scale,

are not always visible to an outsider. Another example is, votefor candidates who are

willing to legislatefunds to keep nuclear weapons out ofterrorists ' hands, from the

Security scale, which is not a behaviour that occurs on a regular basis and may not come

up in regular conversation with a peer.

Correlations Between Personality Traits and Values

Comparisons with previous results. Previous research examined the hnk between

values and five personality factors as measured by the NEO-PI and NEO-FFI, and has

shown a consistent pattern of relations between values and those five personality traits

(Luk & Bond, 1993; Olver & Mooradian, 2003; Roccas, Sagiv, Schwartz, & Knafo,

2002). Previous investigations observed significant correlations between the following

personality traits and values: Extraversion with Stimulation (+) and Tradition (-);

Openness to Experience with Universalism (+), Self-Direction (+), Stimulation (+),

Conformity (-), Tradition (-), and Power (-); Agreeableness with Benevolence (+),

Tradition (+), Conformity (+), Power (-), Achievement (-), and Stimulation (-);

Conscientiousness with Achievement (+), Conformity (+), Security (+), and Stimulation

(-); and Neuroticism showed very little relation to any of the values. Overall, the

personality factors Openness to Experience and Agreeableness showed the strongest

relations with values.

The present study looked at the correlations between values and the six HEXACO

personality factors. In the present study, the following correlations emerged:
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Extraversion with Self-Direction (+); Openness to Experience with Self-Direction (+),

Universalism (+), Hedonism (-), Security (-), and Power (-); Agreeableness with

Tradition (+), Benevolence (+), Power (-), and Achievement (-); Conscientiousness with

Conformity (+), Achievement (+), and Stimulation (-); Emotionahty with Stimulation (-),

Hedonism (-), and Power (-); and Honesty-Humility with Benevolence (+), Universalism

(+), Tradition (+), Power (-), Hedonism (-), and Achievement (-). Overall, the

personality factors Honesty-Humility and Openness to Experience had the largest number

of significant correlations with values.

Most of the strong correlations between traits and values were identical for

previous research and the present study. There were a few correlations that were

significant in past research but did not reach statistical significance in the present study.

As well, in the present study there were a few correlations that did reach statistical

significance but did not in past research. Most of these discrepancies showed trends in

the same direction. Some important differences to note involve the personality factors

Emotionality/Neuroticism and Honesty-Humility. Correlations between Emotionality

and values differed from past research using Neuroticism. In past research the

personality factor Neuroticism was defined by anger-related content and this factor often

did not correlate with values scales. In the present study, the personaUty factor

Emotionality is defined by sentimentality-related content and did correlate with a number

of values scales. The Honesty-Humility personality factor was not included in past

research on this topic, but in the present study this factor correlated strongly with many

values scales. It is possible that most values domains involve goals that demand high or

low levels of Honesty-Humility . For example. Power includes items involving
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dominance and material possessions, which demand low Honesty-Humility,

Benevolence includes items involving sincerity, helpfubiess, and forgiveness, which

demand high levels of Honesty-Humility, and Universalism includes items involving

equality and social justice, which demand high levels of Honesty-Humility.

Some differences between previous research and the present study in terms of

personality factor and value correlations can be seen in the Emotionality factor and the

Honesty-Humility factor. Differences between past research and the present study

involve the defining content of the personality scales. The HEXACO model includes the

addition of a sixth factor observed in lexical studies, Honesty-Humility, and also includes

variations on the factors Emotionality and Agreeableness. In the HEXACO model, the

Emotionality factor is not defined by anger-related content as it is in the five-factor

model; rather, it is characterized by content related to sentimentality. The Agreeableness

factor in the HEXACO model is defined by content related to an even-temper, whereas in

the five-factor model, Agreeableness includes content involving sentimentality (see Lee

& Ashton, 2004 for further descriptions).

Selfvs. peer report. Most of the positive correlations between traits and values

are expected because they are conceptually similar. For example, the trait

Conscientiousness and the value Achievement both contain elements ofwork ethic,

success goals, and organization, and we can therefore expect some similarity between

these two variables. Generally, most of the correlations found between traits and values

in self report can also be seen in peer report. When there are noticeable differences

between self and peer reports, one can examine why this might occur. For example, an

interesting difference was found between the self and peer report correlations for ' s
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Conscientiousness and Hedonism. In self report, this correlation was only slightly

negative, whereas in peer report the correlation was fairly high in the negative direction.

Perhaps for the self, Hedonism and Conscientiousness are not necessarily in opposition.

Some mdividuals might see their work as being pleasurable and might ^ruly enjoy what

they do, thus weakening any negative relation between the two variables. In contrast,

peers may see a greater opposition between the two variables that their friend does not

The peer may observe that his or her friend does not participate in activities that the peer

believes to be pleasurable, and thus sees the friend's Conscientiousness and a lack of

Hedonism. This same phenomenon can be seen in Table 16 where personality factors are

correlated with behaviour items. Once again, for Hedonism and Conscientiousness, there

is a moderate difference between the size of the correlations for self and peer report.

Another interesting correlation that emerged was a small negative correlation

between Achievement and Honesty/Humility, which occurred only in self report. People

who value Achievement attach importance to success, ambition, and feeling capable.

One possible explanation for this correlation is that some individuals who value

Achievement may use whatever means available in order to achieve these goals,

including dishonesty or self-promotion. The peer report results indicate that

Achievement values do not correlate with Honesty-Humility. This suggests that peers are

not always able to detect when their friend is being dishonest or self-promoting in order

to succeed.

When comparing the six HEXACO scales to the 10 values scales, there were two

values that did not correlate very highly with any of the personahty scales. The values

Tradition and Security had low correlations across all the personality factors. This was
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predicted because the personality scales do not assess the areas of religious beliefs and

political attitudes. Because these individual differences are empirically as well as

conceptually different from personality, these results suggest that it may be important to

consider them when comparing personality to values. If one's goal is to examine

behaviours that are governed by religious and/or political beliefs, these results suggest

that personality may not be able to predict these behaviours. As can be seen by some of

the items in the Behaviour Scale that pertain to reUgious and pohtical beliefs, for

example, attend religious/spiritual services regularly, votefor candidates who take

action towards legislation to embargo those nations that are suspected ofstockpiling

biological weapons, the values Tradition and Security will likely be able to predict these

behaviours better than personality.

In addition to considering the correlations between the HEXACO personality

scales and the Schwartz value scales, we also examined the correlations between the

personality composites intended to match the various values and their corresponding

values scales. By examining the relations between traits and values, we can see that they

correspond to some degree. In this study, conceptually similar traits and values are

correlated in a positive direction without any evidence of conflict (as might be indicated

by an unexpected negative correlation).

Overall, although there were a number of similarities between the results of

previous research and those of the present study, a different sample may yield sUghtly

different results. We would not expect there to be a large difference between different

samples due to cultural variation as both the personality and values inventories have been

studied cross culturally to verify their universality. In regards to possible variations in
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the relationship between traits and values, the present study found similar results to

those ofprevious studies that have examined the link between personality traits and

values in different samples from different cultures. For example, Roccas et al. (2002)

examined links between the five-factor model and the SVS with Israeli students,

DoUinger, Leong, and Ulicni (1996) and Olver and Mooradian (2003) examined values

and the five personality factors in American samples, and Luk and Bond (1993)

correlated the five personality factors with the 10 values scales with Chinese students.

Future research should investigate whether these results, using the HEXACO-PI, are

generalizable to other samples as well. .
i h •

Incremental Validity ofPersonality and Values in the Prediction ofBehaviour

The behaviour scales (Bardi & Schwartz, 2003) were used as the dependent

variables to measure the predictive validity of values and traits. When regression

analyses were run, it became clear that some behaviour groups were better represented by

traits and others by values. Personality seemed to account for more variabiUty in the

Self-Direction, Achievement, Hedonism, and Power behaviour scales, whereas values

accounted for more variability in the Tradition, Benevolence, and UniversaUsm

behaviour scales. A possible explanation for the differences between these behaviour

groups could involve the individual versus the collective nature of the behaviour. For

example, the values Self-Direction, Achievement, and Hedonism are all goals for ^

personal reward, whereas the values Tradition, Benevolence, and Universalism are all

goals aimed at cooperative effort or improving relations with groups of people.

PersonaUty may be able to capture the individual values better because it is more based

on enduring patterns of behaviour, whereas values may be able to capture the collective
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values better because they are based on goals that reflect group socialization. Most of

the collective values seem to involve topics aimed at a larger cause. It appears that each

collective value contains items in their measurement that have a specific group target.

For example, Conformity yalues and behaviours seem to be centred on respecting parents

and elders, Benevolence values and behaviours seem to be focused on helping friends and

family, Universahsm behaviours and values involve political action and attitudes about

the environment, Tradition behaviours and values involve honouring traditions and

customs, and Security behaviours and values focus on safety. It is possible that values

might be able to describe collective goals involving a specific target more effectively

than can personality. This interpretation of individuaUstic behaviours relating more to

personality versus collective behaviours relating more to values is interesting and new to

the area of values research. Values seem to be better at predicting behavioural outcomes

relevant to one's association or identity with specific groups such as the family or

religion whereas personahty seems better at predicting behavioural outcomes that are

individualistic in nature.

By looking at the mean multiple correlations yielded by personality and by values

in predicting behaviour, we can see that the amount of variance accounted for by

personality and values were similar and that the combination of the two provides a more

accurate prediction of behaviour than does either alone. It is interesting to see that when

all of the personality scales are compared to all of the value scales, both did equally well

in predicting behaviour. Considering that the behaviour groups were developed to match

Schwartz's values types, which in effect gives values an advantage over personality in the

sense that the conceptual relations with the criterion are stronger to values than to
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personality, personality did a very good job of predicting value based behaviours.

Future research might examine how well values would predict behaviours selected as

indicators of the personality domains.

»

In addition to examining all of the traits and values scales in the prediction of

behaviour, the personahty composites and the convergent value scale that were relevant

to each behaviour were also investigated to see how well each added to the incremental

validity in predicting behaviour. As can be expected, the full sets of scales of the

personality or values inventory outpredicted the convergent personality and values scales

because the multiple regression maximized the prediction for this sample. These results

might inflate the obtained estimates of the predictability of behaviour because there is the

possibility that it is based on chance by being sample specific. However, the mean

composite scores achieved validities rather close to those of all scales together in a

regression equation, indicating that the composites were fairly accurately created. That

is, the combinations of personality scales selected for the composites appear to have been

appropriate. (A similar result was observed for the convergent value in comparison with

the full sets of values.) This finding imphes that although the approximations were good

representations of the values they were hypothesized to represent, the original values

were not redundant. It is advised that if one wants to measure a value expressive

behaviour, using a value measure is the more accurate way to assess the prediction of

behaviours.

Tradition. The behaviour group for Tradition is a special case that needed to be

addressed independently of the other behaviour groups. Tradition involves a strong

element of religiosity, which is incorporated within values but has been intentionally
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excluded from personality measures. As was hypothesized, the regression analyses

showed that Tradition behavioiirs are not represented by personaUty. When the item

measuring rehgiosity was added to the personahty scales, personality was able to account

for more variance than was values. These findings are similar to those found in Roccas et

al. (2002) where values and personality were put into a regression analysis to predict

variance in religiosity. When values was put into the first step, personaUty only

accounted for 2% of the incremental validity, whereas when personality was put into the

first step, values accounted for an additional 37% ofvariance. Together, these results

show that, as expected, values are a much better predictor of religiosity than is

personality.

Limitations

There are some limitations associated with the measures used in values research

including the present study that are worth pointing out. The SVS had fairly low

reliability, indicating that the items of each scale may not be measuring a common

underlying characteristic. These results were not limited to the present study and have

been acknowledged in past research. Unfortunately, the SVS is the most widely used

inventory in value research. Although this is a concern for values research, it was not a

cause for concern in this study: the low reliability of the values scale did not limit the

correlations between values scales and behaviour scales, seeing that the Behaviour Scale

was based on combinations of content similar to those of the value inventory. So,

although the items m each scale of the Behaviour Scale might not correlate highly with

each other, they can still correlate highly with the items of the corresponding behaviour
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scale because the items are based on similar combinations of content and therefore, the

low reliability did not destroy any relationships.

The limitation described above suggests some possible drawbacks with the

Behaviour Scale. The Behaviour Scale was designed by Bardi and Schwartz (2003) to

resemble Schwartz's model of 10 motivational values. The use of criterion variables

designed to correspond to those 10 values is beneficial when assessing the validity of the

Schwartz Value Survey, but could act as a limitation when evaluating personality factors

because the latter dimensions do not have such a strong conceptual link with the criterion

variables. In the present study, personahty still predicted behaviour rather well

considering this limitation, but it would be interesting to see if personality might show

better validity if the behaviour criterion were based on definitions of personality

variables.

Future Research ;. ^ .' o .: : >

Although past research has examined some correlations between personality traits

and values, comparing these variables in the prediction of behaviour is new. This study

has just begun to explore the large area of potential research in this area. Future research

could compare traits and values using a different inventory of behaviour items. The

behaviour items used in the present study consisted of criterion variables that were

targeted specifically at values domains, and might therefore put the values at a predictive

advantage over personahty. In fiiture research, criterion variables for the Behaviour

Scale could be based on personality domains or on an equal distribution of both

personality and values variables. •! .,•,••
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To determine whether the superior validity ofvalues over personality traits in

predicting some behaviour domains is due to the collective nature of these domains,

future research could see if group-based values in particular are more highly correlated

»

with values than,with traits. Conversely, fixture research could investigate the importance

of personality in predicting individual behaviours over values.

Past research has examined assortative mating (the similarity between mates on a

given characteristic) with regards to personaUty (Feng & Baker, 1994) as well as values

(Watson, Klohnen, Casillas, Nus Simms, Haig, & Berry, 2004). These previous studies

have found that assortative mating is weak for traits and moderate for values. For values,

assortative mating seems to be the strongest with religiosity and tradition related values.

It would be interesting to examine differences in assortative mating with collective and

individualistic values. Based on the fmdings here, it could be predicted that assortative

mating might be strongest for collective values but perhaps not as much for individual

values.

Conclusion

The findings from the present study suggest that personality traits and values are

overlapping, yet partially independent domains of individual differences. Convergent

correlations of self and peer reports were different for the two domains. Agreement

between self and peer reports was higher for personality than for values. In general, this

study has shown us that personality traits and personal values are two overlapping

domains that are both usefiil in the prediction of behaviour. The two domains' variables

showed similar levels of validity and each provided incremental validity beyond the

other. However, the domains were able to predict some behaviours differently, perhaps
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because values measure socialized goals whereas personality measures inherent

behaviour patterns. It is possible that values are better able to predict behaviours that are

focused on collective or group based goals, whereas personality may be a better predictor

of individual based goals. As expected, it was found that personality could not predict

Tradition behaviours without adding an element of reUgiosity. The element of religiosity,

which is important in Tradition values and behaviours, was purposely excluded from

personality measures, and therefore needed to be included with the personahty measure

in order to account for some predictive vaUdity in Tradition behaviours. Overall, the

findings of this study allow us to conclude that although traits and values are fairly highly

correlated with each other, traits and values have distinct components that cannot be

replaced by the other.
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Appendix A

VALUE SURVEY

In this questionnaire you are to ask yourself: "What values are important to ME as guiding

principles in MY life, and what values are less important to me?" There are two lists of
values on the following pages. These values come from different cultures. In the

parentheses following each value is an explanation that may help you to understand its

meaning.

Your task is to rate how important each value is for you as a guiding principle in vour life .

Use the rating scale below:

0—means the value is not at aU important, it is not relevant as a guiding principle for you.

3—means the value is important.

6—means the value is very important.

The higher the number (0, 1 , 2, 3, 4, 5, 6), the more important the value is as a guiding

principle in YOUR Ufe.

-1 is for rating any values opposed to the principles that guide you.

7 is for rating a value of supreme importance as a guiding principle in your life;

ordinarily there are no more than two such values.

In the space before each value, write the number (-1,0,1,2,3,4,5,6,7) that indicates the

importance of that value for you, personally. Try to distinguish as much as possible

between the values by using all the numbers. You wiU, of course, need to use numbers
more than once.

AS A GUIDING PRINCIPLE IN MY LIFE, this value is:

opposed
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AS A GUIDING PRINCIPLE IN MY LIFE, this value is:

opposed
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27 AUTHORITY (the right to lead or command)

28 TRUE FRIENDSHIP (close, supportive friends)

29 ^A WORLD OF BEAUTY (beauty of nature and the arts)

»

30 SOCIAL JUSTICE (correcting injustice, care for the weak)

* * * * * .

VALUES LIST II

Now rate how important each of the following values is for you as a guiding principle in

YOUR hfe . These values are phrased as ways of acting that may be more or less important

for you. Once again, try to distinguish as much as possible between the values by using aU
the nimibers.

Before you begin, read the values in List II, choose the one that is most important to you
and rate its importance. Next, choose the value that is most opposed to your values, or—if

there is no such value—choose the value least important to you, and rate it -1, 0, or 1,

according to its importance. Then rate the rest of the values.

AS A GUIDING PRINCIPLE IN MY LIFE, this value is:

opposed
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42 HEALTHY (not being sick physically or mentally)

43 CAPABLE (competent, effective, efficient)

44 ACCEPTING MY PORTION IN UFE (submitting to life's circumstances)

45 HONEST (genuine, sincere)

46 PRESERVING MY PUBLIC IMAGE (protecting my "face")

47 OBEDIENT (dutiful, meeting obligations)

48 INTELLIGENT (logical, thinking)

49 HELPFUL (working for the welfare of others)

5 ENJOYING LIFE (enjoying food, sex, leisure, etc.)

51 DEVOUT (holding to rehgious faith & behef)

52 RESPONSIBLE (dependable, rehable)

53 CURIOUS (interested in everything, exploring)

54 FORGIVING (wiUing to pardon others)

55 SUCCESSFUL (achieving goals) •

56 CLEAN (neat, tidy)

57 SELF-INDULGENT (doing pleasant things)





BACKGROUND ITEMS

Your Sex (circle): I.Male 2. Female

Your age: ^Years

How religious are you, if at all? (circle)

Not at
~

Very
all religious12 3 4 5 6 7

( ,/j\

n
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Appendix B Behaviors Scale

Instructions:

In this questionnaire we are interested in common behaviors. The following pages list

these behaviors. We would Uke you to estimate how frequently you have engaged in

each behavior during the past 6 months. Think ofhow often you have engaged in each

behavior relative to your opportunities to do so.

For example, consider the behavior described as "Say hello to my neighbours". Estimate

how frequently you have said hello to your neighbours relative to the times you have seen

your neighbours in the past 6 months.

Please use the following scale:12 3 4

Never Rarely Sometimes Frequently All the Time
- 1 have never engaged in this behavior.

1 - 1 have engaged in this behavior in about one quarter of the times I had opportunities

to do so.

2-1 have engaged in this behavior in about half of the times I had opportunities to do so.

3-1 have engaged in this behavior in more than half of the times I had opportunities to

do so.

4-1 have engaged in this behavior every time I had an opportunity to do so.

How frequentlv do I:

1 . Set aside time for my hobbies.

2. Help out a colleague at work or school who made a mistake.

3. Attend religious/spiritual services regularly.

4. Put a lot of energy into things (e.g., playing an instrument, sports, studying)

primarily to win competitions.

5. Watch thrillers.

6. Donate money to alleviate suffering in foreign countries (e.g., hunger relief,

refligeeassistance).

7. Obey my parents.
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Never Rarely Sometimes Frequently All the Time

8. Take charg^ of things in work groups.

9. Indulge myself by buying things that I don't really need.

10. Vote for candidates who are willing to legislate funds to keep nuclear

weapons out of terrorists' hands.

11. Stand up for my own beliefs, even when they are not the beUefs of the

majonty.

12. Do my friends and family favors without being asked.

13. Hold back from telling others what I know unless they ask me exphcitly.

.
14. Study late into the night before exams even if I have studied consistently

throughout the semester.

15. Participate in extreme sports (e.g., motor cross, hang gliding, scuba diving,

rock climbing).

16. Use environmentally friendly products (e.g., recycled paper products).

17. Avoid arguments so that others won't be angry with me.

18. Pressure others to go along with my preferences and opinions.

19. Engage in activities that provide sensual pleasure (e.g., bubble bath, massage).

20. Avoid dangerous places and neighborhoods.

21. Read about intellectual topics that are not directly related to my classes or

professional goals.

22. Lend things to people I know (e.g., class notes, books, milk).

23. Observe traditional customs on holidays.

24. Work or study all day long without a break.

25. Look for new people to meet.
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12 3 4

Never Rarely Sometimes Frequently All the Time

»

26. Make sure everyone I know receives equal b-eatment, even if I don't

personally likehim/her.

27. Listen to my elders respectfully. i

28. Spend time networking with people who have influence and power.

29. Sleep in late regardless of the time I go to bed.

30. Use safety gear even when it's optional (e.g., helmet, seat belt, elbow pads,

goggles).

3 1 . Examine the ideas behind rules and regulations before obeying them.

32. Keep promises I have made.

33. Accept the good and the bad in my life without complaining or bragging.

_____ 34. Buy fashionable cloths, eat carefully, etc., to improve my looks.

35. Look for stimulating activities that break up my routine.

36. Take time to understand other people's world views.

37. Say please and thank-you.

38. Manipulate others to get what I want. :.
'

^'r' >

39. Sun bathe on suimy days.

40. Go out ofmy way not to catch colds, the flu, etc. from others (e.g., dress

warmly, avoid people with colds, get flu shots).

41. Come up with novel set-ups for my living space.

42. Spend time with my friends when they are down to try to cheer them up.

43. Practice my cultural traditions (e.g., eat or avoid particular foods).
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Never Rarely Sometimes Frequently All the Time

44. Argue for my opinion when a group decision needs to be made.

45. Do unconventional things.

46. Sign petitions to support environmental protection efforts.

47. Avoid confrontations with people I don't like. , . •

48. Take the lead in organizing a project.

49. Consume food or drinks just because I enjoy them , even when I'm not hungry

or thirsty.

50. Check who is at my door before opening it.

5 1 . Make my own decisions. 'i i. .^

52. Give small gifts to my friends and family for no reason.

53. Show modesty with regard to my achievements and talents.

54. Study hard in order to get the highest grade in class.

55. Watch kinky movies.

56. Show my objections to prejudice (e.g., against racial groups, the homeless).

57. Follow the advice of family members from the older generation.

58. Insist that others do what I want.

59. Take it easy and relax.

60. Keep work areas (e.g., desk, kitchen) neat and organized.

61. Take the time to learn something simply for the joy of learning.

62. Forgive another person when they have hurt my feelings. r> -
. ,,

63. Attend religious/spiritual services on important dates.





m

etc.

12 3 4
Never Rarely Sometimes Frequently All the Time

64. Take on many commitments.

65. Actively support human rights causes through contributions, demonstrations,

66. Refrain from questioning an exam or project's grade even if I think it is

unfair.

67. Choose friends and relationships based on how much money they have.

68. Go out at night.

69. Emphasize the good quaUties of other people when I talk about them.

70. Avoid spending more money than I can really afford.

71. Rely on my own way of seeing things as a final basis for reaching

conclusions.

^
72. Rejoice in the successes of others around me.

73. Participate in projects to protect the environment (e.g., beach clean-up).

74. Open doors for older people.

75. Dominate conversations and control what we talk about.

76. Arrive early or on time for appointments.

77. Help my friends with school projects, moving, driving to the airport, etc.

78. Express my support for sfrong crime-prevention laws by voting, signing

petitions, sending letters to my lawmakers, etc.

79. Obey rules and regulations.

80. Make sure others know about my successes (e.g., good grades, pay raise,

praise from my boss).
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81. Immediately return favors to avoid being indebted to other people.

82. Watch documentaries or educational (science, history, etc.) programs on TV.

83. yote for candidates who take action towards legislation to embargo those
nations that are suspected of stock piling biological weapons.

84. Do what my friends want to do, even if I don't feel like it (e.g., go to a
particular restaurant, see a certain movie, etc.)
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Appendix C:

INFORMED CONSENT LETTER Date

Title of Study: Personality traits and personal values: An investigation of their importance in

predicting behaviour.

Principal Investigator: Julie Pozzebon, M.A. student, Department of Psychology, Brock
University

Faculty Supervisor: Dr. Mike Ashton, Associate Professor, Department of Psychology, Brock

University

Name of Participant (please print):

I understand that this study involves research, and that I am being invited to participate

I understand that the purpose of this study is to examine the relations between traits and behaviour and

between values and behaviour. Another important purpose of this study is to investigate whether

values add beyond personality in the prediction of behaviour.

I understand that the expected duration of my participation in this study is 1 .5 hours.

I understand the procedures to be followed, which include attending the study in pairs (e.g. with a

friend, relative, or spouse). I will then be given and asked to sign two copies of the informed consent

form, one for myself to keep and one for the researchers.

I will be asked to rate how well I know the person I came with. I will complete the self-report versions of

several questionnaires and then I will complete the peer-report versions of these questionnaires for my

friend/relative. (The peer reports will allow the researchers to see how accurately I can perceive my

friend's personality.) I will then receive a written and verbal debriefing explaining the purpose of the

study and will be allowed to ask any questions.

I understand that there are no known risks associated with this research.

One benefit of participating in this research is experience with, and a better understanding of,

psychological research.

I will receive $15 compensation for participating in the study.

I understand that my questionnaires will not contain my name and that all the answers I provide are

confidential. The completed questionnaires will be sorted so that the ratings from each pair can be

compared by the researchers. Researchers will use code numbers to identify questionnaires belonging

to each pair of individuals.

I understand that only the Principal Investigator & the Faculty Supervisor will have access to my data,

and that all information will be stored securely in a locked room until April 201 1 , when all data will be

destroyed.

I understand that participation is voluntary; refusal to participate will involve no penalty or loss of

benefits to which I am otherwise entitled and I may discontinue participation at any time until the

questionnaires are completed without penalty or loss of benefits, to which I am otherwise entitled.

I understand that the results of this study may be published in academic journals and if I so wish, I may

contact the researcher to find out the results of the study by the end of August 2006.

I understand that if I have any pertinent questions about my rights as a research participant, I can

contact the Brock University Research Ethics Officer (905 688-5550 ext. 3035, reb@brocku.ca)
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1. Have read and understood the relevant information regarding this research project

2. Understand that I may asl< questions in the future
,

3. Indicate free consent to research participation by signing this research cons/ent form

Participant's Signature:

I have explained this study to the participant

Researcher's Signature:

Julie Pozzebon Dr. Mike Ashton

M.A. Student Associate Professor

905-688-5550, ext. 4680 905-688-5550, ext.3993

jj04qf@ brocku.ca mashton@ brocku .ca

This study has been reviewed and received ethics clearance through Brock University's Research Ethics

Board (file #05-056]
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Appendix D

Written Information about the Study Form

Project Title: Personality traits and personal values: An investigation of their importance

in predicting behaviour

Principal Investigator: Faculty Supervisor:

Julie Pozzebon Dr. Mike Ashton

M.A. Student Associate Professor

905-688-5550, ext. 4680 905-688-5550, ext. 3993

jj04qf@brocku.ca mashton@brocku.ca

The purpose of this study is to examine the relations between traits and behaviour

and between values and behaviour. Another important purpose of this study is to

investigate whether values add beyond personality in the prediction of behaviour.

Past research has examined the relations between traits and behaviour and values

and behaviour. More recently, researchers have looked at the relations between traits and

values to see how similar they are. Some recent studies (Luk & Bond, 1993; Olver &
Mooradian, 2003; Roccas, Sagiv, Schwartz, & Knafo, 2002) have assessed the relations

between traits and values using correlational analyses and found some moderately strong

links between traits and values. Now that there is empirical evidence of relations between

values and personality traits, it is worthwhile to examine how well they can predict

behaviours, and to see whether behaviour is better predicted by personality traits or by

personal values.

This study will help to determine whether researchers should assess both

personality and values in future studies, or whether instead it is only personality that

needs to be assessed. It was important to use both peer and self report versions of the

questionnaires so that we would be able to assess how well peers can predict their

friends' personality.

If you feel that you have been treated unjustly or your rights as a research

participant have been violated during this study, you may contact the Research Ethics

Officer at 905-688-5550, ext. 3035.

Thank you for your time and for participating in this study. If you have any

questions or concerns, feel free to contact the principal investigator Julie Pozzebon at

jj04qf(g>,brocku.ca . If you wish to know the results of this study upon completion you

may also email the principal investigator near the end of this school year.












