al ef)
plmu'mri of European
Psychology Students

RESEARCH ARTICLE

Predicting Prosocial Personality, Other-Oriented Empathy,
Helpfulness, and Social Exchange Styles Based on Value

System

Mohammad Javad Sharghi’

A deeper understanding and promotion of moral personality is achieved by understanding egoism better. To
this end, this study investigates the associations between prosocial personality and social exchange styles
based on a range of egoistic and altruistic values. The study has a descriptive-correlational design. Sampling
was conducted using multi-stage cluster sampling. Data were collected using the Protocol Personality Battery,
Social Exchange Styles Questionnaire, and Portrait Values Questionnaire and analysed using stepwise multiple
linear regression and multi-dimensional scaling. Our findings show that conflicting predictive values in some
exchange styles, which are close to the prosocial personality, could represent an egoistic-altruistic spectrum

in those styles that supported the research hypothesis.

Keywords: prosocial personality, other-oriented empathy, helpfulness, social exchange styles, value

systems

The study of prosociality is at the heart of peaceful
societies and is a key construct when dealing with
global challenges (Bockler et al, 2018). Social
psychologists have paid special attention to the
interests and motivations of prosocial behaviour
(Penner et al, 2005) to understand and predict it
(Baron et al., 2006).

In psychology, the nature of humans’ moral
behaviours can be defined along a spectrum of
egoistic to prosocial motivations (De Cremer & Van
Lange, 2001). Generosity -without external reward or
internal satisfaction- and morals in egoistic or
altruistic forms, is a way to describe or define

prosocial behaviour from a range of self-oriented and
other-oriented approaches (Cutler & Campbell-
Meiklejohn, 2018; Strickland, 2001). However, despite
many explanations for moral behaviour in previous
studies, there is still no consensus on how to explain
the difference between prosocial and egoistic
decision-making (Chen & Krajbich, 2018).

Since  understanding  prosocial  behaviours
requires understanding other concepts such as self-
interest, reciprocity, and emotions (Schroeder &
Graziano, 2015), studying prosocial personality along
with the concepts related to conflicting theories
would enrich the understanding of the concept of
prosocial personality and its definition. For instance,
based on the social exchange theory, concepts such
as social exchange styles are established along a
continuum of egoistic to altruistic styles. It may be
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possible to predict factors of prosocial personality in
terms of the value system along with a range of social
exchange styles.

This study attempts to explain moral behaviour
through simultaneous investigation of prosocial
personality concepts and social interaction styles in
terms of individuals’ value systems. Many researchers
have suggested that behaviour is a result of values
and approaches (Fritzsche & Oz, 2007). In general,
researchers have tried to improve individuals'
performance in everyday life by examining their
values (VandenBos, 2015). Considering the
interaction between personality structures and values
(Parks & Guay, 2009), it becomes necessary to
examine the predictive effect of values.

Previous studies have investigated moral
behaviour in relation to the prosocial personality
concept based on values (e.g., Bond & Chi, 1997), but
none of them have simultaneously studied prosocial
personality and social exchange styles with an egoist-
altruist spectrum based on the value system. This
may be because the study of moral issues directs the
researcher's mind just to an altruistic moral area with
no relation to egoism. Therefore, it seems that it is
required to further explore and understand the
common infrastructures of altruistic and egoist
characters to revise the partial delimitation of ethical
definitions. To this end, the present study attempts to
simultaneously examine the value infrastructure of
prosocial personality and various types of exchange
styles - with a range of egotistic and altruistic values.

Definitions and Theoretical Background
Prosocial personality. The prosocial behaviour
definition originated from the term tender emotions
and was first introduced by McDougall (Penner et al.,,
2005). Prosociality refers to behaviours that are
intended to benefit others (VandenBos, 2015). As
stated by Penner, “Prosocial personality, which
concerns personality traits associated with prosocial
thoughts, feelings, and behaviours” (Penner, 2002, p.
462). The following factors are identified in prosocial
personality (Penner et al., 1995, p. 7):
Other-Oriented Empathy factor. "People who
score high on this factor are likely to be predisposed
to experience both effective and cognitive empathy

and may feel responsible for or concerned about
others' welfare. The Other-Oriented Empathy factor
primarily concerns prosocial thoughts and feelings”.

Helpfulness factor. "People who score high on the
Helpfulness factor report a history of being helpful
and are unlikely to experience self-oriented
discomfort when another person is in extreme
distress”.

Social exchange styles. In economic models, it is
assumed that an individual's material personal
interests are the foundation of one’s motivation and
conduct. Accordingly, issues such as altruism, the
need for justice, and aversion to inequality all come
from every human being's personal interests.
(Mancini et al., 2011).

According to social exchange theory, social
relations are considered as exchanges between
partners - in which they seek to fairly maximise their
profits (received rewards minus paid costs). The
hypothesis is based on the reciprocity norm
(VandenBos, 2015). In the above theory, altruistic
behaviour has benefits, and both helper and recipient
exchange benefits, and altruism is expected
(Atkinson et al., 2000). Unlike the concept of
prosociality, this theory is based on self-interest and
profit-making in personal relations.

In the opinion of Leybman et al. (2011), social
exchange styles are classified into the following five
groups:

Overinvestment Investing in exchange
relationships without requiring equal investments
from others.

Fairness. Favouring equity and fairness.

Tracking. Consistently and accurately monitoring
costs and profits.

Individualism. Preference for self-reliance and low
investment.

Benefit-seeking. Desire to benefit as much as
possible.

Semantically, some of these styles, like
overinvestment, are in line with prosocial personality,
and some, such as benefit-seeking, differ from it.

Definitions and explanations in an egoist-altruist
spectrum. In the opinion of Batson and Thompson
(2001), in dealing with a moral problem, three main
motivations interact with each other and
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consequently influence ethical behaviour: personal
self-interest, moral integrity, and moral hypocrisy.
According to Simpson and Willer (2008), prosocial
behaviour is also triggered by both altruism (selfless
behaviour) and egoism (selfish behaviour). Thus, the
prosocial motivations are apparently established on
two sides of the same axis (egoism and altruism); in
other words, as Schwartz (2012) stated, the
aforementioned motivations can be explained and
discussed in terms of two opposing poles: self-
enhancement or self-transcendence pole.

The causes and mechanisms of prosocial
behaviours, such as the act of volunteering, can
represent a range of values associated with personal

Table 1.

Motivational types of values

needs to important values of humanity (Bekkers &
Wiepking, 2007; Clary & Snyder, 1999). Davis et al.
(2003) have reported that criteria related to self-
interested needs, along with motivations such as
personal growth, better predict volunteer persistence
than criteria associated with seemingly selfless needs
along with humanistic motivations. In volunteering,
altruism seems to be already with a degree of egoism
and self-interest, along with cognitive algebra that is
on the other end of this spectrum.

Research-based evidence may indicate a kind of
wisdom, moral, developed or prosocial egoism. For
example, egoist factors providing the context for
prosocial behaviour (Maner & Gailliot, 2007) confirm

Definition

Exemplary values

Power. Social status and prestige, control or dominance over

people and resources

Social power, authority, wealth

Achievement. Personal success

competence according to social standards.

through demonstrating

Successful, capable

Hedonism. Pleasure and sensuous gratification for oneself.

Ambitious, pleasure, enjoying life

Stimulation. Excitement, novelty, and challenge in life.

Daring, varied life, exciting life

Self-direction. Independent thought and action-choosing,
creating, exploring.

Creativity, curious, freedom

Universalism. Understanding, appreciation, tolerance, and
protection for the welfare of all people and for nature.

Broad-minded, social justice, equality,
protecting the environment

Benevolence. Preservation and enhancement of the welfare of
people with whom one is infrequent personal contact.

Helpful, honest, forgiving

Tradition. Respect, commitment, and acceptance of the
customs and ideas that traditional culture or religion provide.

Humble, devout, accepting my portion in
life

Conformity. Restraint of actions, inclinations, and impulses
likely to upset or harm others and violate social expectations
or norms.

Politeness, obedient, honouring parents
and elders

Security. Safety, harmony, and stability of society, of

relationships, and of self.

National security, social order, clean

Source. Schwartz, 1994
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the practice of prosocial behaviour under egoistic
conditions as underlying factors. In addition, greater
happiness due to showing generosity to relatives
compared to strangers (Aknin et al, 2011), and its
psychological benefits (Klein, 2016; Schacter &
Margolin, 2019; Vanelli, 2018), could be considered
as evidence for the wisdom aspect or developed
aspect of egoism. Moreover, this can be supported
by the psychological benefits of happiness from the
perspective of eudaemonism (the desire to achieve
happiness through the happiness of others as
superior goodness), the evolutionary patterns of
cooperation and the term -warm glow, the
importance of experiencing positive emotions during
generosity (Aknin et al., 2012; Long & Krause, 2017),
and finally strategic prosociality in childhood
(Leimgruber et al.,, 2012). Accordingly, developed and
community-oriented hedonism can emerge in the
sense of the exchange style of fairness, which is
associated with a combination of benevolent and
hedonistic values. This subject could be followed in
terms of the relationship between social exchange
styles such as fairness and benevolence besides
hedonism values.

In social exchange styles, achieving a superior
reward with an altruistic motivation could be formed
as a benefit-seeking style and suggest egoistic
helping based on self-interest. However, in the
confrontation between egoism and altruism, there
are two important points. Firstly, social exchange
theorists believe that enjoying helping others results
in happiness (Aronson et al,, 2016) and secondly, the
belief that people are intrinsically valuable, as a
motivation for prosocial behaviour (Strickland, 2001),
and knowing others are more valuable than
himself/herself to do something requiring
selflessness could represent a social exchange style,
which is called overinvestment and consistent with
prosocial personality. However, the difference
between altruism and egoism are discussed as
different patterns of activity in the brain (Cutler &
Campbell-Meiklejohn, 2018).

As claimed by many thinkers, the basic purpose of
morality is altruism and avoidance of egoism
(Sha'bani, 2013). On the other hand, altruism means
that selflessness and devotion would not be realised

in the real world without considering the agent's
purpose and intention (Akhavan, 2011). In the
opinion of Baron et al. (2006), it is more logical to
consider prosocial behaviours with two parts, one
based on egoistic motivations and another on
altruistic motivations.

Schwartz's value system. According to Schwartz's
theory (2012) of basic human values, values are
beliefs, desirable goals, criteria or standards beyond
specific situations and actions, that are ordered in
human thought by their importance which are
guided according to the importance of each value.
The definition of each value is given in Table 1.

The interaction between values in a value system
structure leads to a particular function in an
individual and is observed in one’s behavioural style
or personality. In Schwartz's theory, agreement and
confrontation between values are shown in a circular
and continuous structure of values-creating two
bipolar dimensions (Figure 1).

Relationship of values with prosociality and social
exchange. There are several studies on the
relationship between values and prosocial behaviour,
as well as the effects of values on prosociality. For
example, one can refer to the role of values in

Figure 1.

Theoretical model of relations among ten
motivational types of values

Hedonism

Source. Schwartz, 2012
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decision making (Ravlin & Meglino, 1987), the
predictive values in prosocial behaviours (Bond &
Chi, 1997), the impact stability, and the greatest
effect of values on voluntary behaviour during aging
(Okun & Schultz, 2003). The role of social values as
an important mediator in the spontaneous
cooperation of prosocial people (Mischkowski &
Glockner, 2016), social and personal criteria, practical
values as the predictors of prosocial behaviour (Lai et
al,, 2018; Penner et al., 2005), and the effect of values
such as equality in the lower social classes of society
on the occurrence of prosocial behaviour (Piff et al,
2010).

On the other hand, Ahmadloo (2016) states that
according to George Caspar Homans's explanation of
social behaviour, value is considered an effective
variable in the process of social exchange. Besides, in
the opinion of Blau, values and common norms, as
social exchange mediators at a macro level, are the
same generalised rewards such as social approval,
reputation, prestige, and money (Ahmadloo, 2016). In
the field of psychology and social exchange styles,
Thibaut suggested that the benefits are derived from
a broader context of behaviour that underlies the
existence of values such as altruism, competition, and
fairness (VandenBos, 2015).

Hypothesis

Considering the relationship between the
variables as well as the results of previous studies, the
present research attempts to answer the question of
whether prosocial personality and various social
exchange styles could be predicted based on a value
system.  Accordingly, two  hypotheses are
investigated:

1) There is likely to be an association between
prosocial personality along with its two other
factors  (other-oriented empathy and
helpfulness) and value system

2) There is likely to be an association between
Social exchange styles (fairness, tracking,
overinvestment, individualism, and benefit-
seeking) and value system

Methods

The research is a descriptive-correlational study. Data
were analysed using descriptive statistics (median,
standard deviation, and Pearson correlation
coefficient) and inferential statistics (stepwise
multiple linear and multi-dimensional scaling
analysis) in IBM SPSS Statistics for Windows, Version
22.0.

Participants

The  statistical population  included all
undergraduate students who were studying in the
academic year of 2018-19 (first semester) at Ferdowsi
University, Mashhad (N = 13000 students). Using a
multistage cluster sampling method, four of the 12
faculties were randomly selected, after which two
departments were selected from each faculty. The
eight selected departments were: Electrical
engineering, Civil engineering, Physics, Chemistry,
Statistics, Applied Mathematics, Geography and
Persian Literature. The sample size was estimated to
be 373 people using Cochran's formula, but 394
students from the eight departments were asked to
participate in anticipation of participant withdrawal.
Convenience sampling was used. The participants
were informed about the research goal. They filled
out questionnaires by the paper-pencil method.
Finally, 57 questionnaires were excluded due to a
considerable number of unanswered questions in
them. In addition, some of the questionnaires were
obviously answered by chance. Therefore, the
realised sample size is 337.

Materials

Prosocial Personality Battery (PSB). The Prosocial
Personality Battery (PSB) was designed to evaluate
prosocial attitudes in terms of personality traits by
Penner. He identified two factors and 30 items in
prosocial personality (2002). This has been
normalized in Iran by Bajlan (2011). The test-retest
method was used to estimate the reliability of the
whole questionnaire and its subscales (.98 for the
whole questionnaire and .42 for its subscales). The
internal consistency coefficients of the whole
questionnaire and its two factors were reported .79
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and .17-.74, respectively. In addition, the correlation
coefficients between the score of the "other-oriented
empathy" factor in this questionnaire and
"conscientiousness” and "agreeableness" in the
Neuroticism — Extraversion — Openness Five-Factor
Inventory were estimated to be .55 and .38,
respectively, indicating the desirable convergent
validity of PSB-30. Also, the results of confirmatory
factor analysis and indicators such as (RMSEA = .02;
AGFl = 95; GFI = .96) showed that the two-factor
structure has a good fitness in Iranian society (as
cited in Saffarinia, 2016).

Social Exchange Styles Questionnaire (SESQ).
Leybman et al’s (2011) social exchange style
questionnaire (SESQ) is used to investigate personal
differences in terms of social exchange styles. It
consists of 54 items and five subscales which were
normalized in Iran by Saffarinia (2016). For the
subscales tracking, fairness, individualism, benefit-
seeking and overinvestment, Cronbach'’s alpha was
obtained as .84, .81, .81, .75 and .68, respectively.
The results of exploratory factor analysis and
principal component (PC) analysis using varimax
rotation confirmed the existence of five factors
with an eigenvalue greater than 1.5: tracking,
fairness, individualism, benefit-seeking and
overinvestment. The results of exploratory factor
analysis indicate that out of 54 items in the main
questionnaire, 13 items (5, 6, 11, 12, 26, 27, 30, 32,
36, 40, 44, 51, and 53) were removed. Moreover,
the results of confirmatory factor analysis (i.e,
indices of X¥/df = 3.46, GFI = .89, AGFI = .86, CFl =
.86, and RMSEA = .07) showed relatively good
fitness of the 41-item model. Moreover, the
concurrent validity of this scale was approved by
the Personal Norm of Reciprocity (PNR) scale, NEO
personality inventory, Self-Esteem Inventory, and
Social Support Appraisals Scale. (Saffarinia, 2017).

Portrait Values Questionnaire (PVQ). By 2012,
the validity of Schwartz's theory had been
investigated in dozens of studies in 82 countries
with different cultures (Schwartz, 2012) using
Schwartz's Value Survey (SVS) and Portrait Values
Questionnaire (PVQ-40) by Schwartz (2006a). In
Iran, after confirming the validity of the theoretical
model of this questionnaire in terms of meaning

and structure, its reliability was investigated using the
test-retest method with a two-week interval and
acceptable coefficients (Universalism: 81,
Benevolence: .79, Tradition: .80, Conformity: .77,
Security: .78, Power: .87, Achievement: .83, Hedonism:
.86, Stimulation: .81, and Self-direction: .78) were
reported. In scoring, two items (14 and 35) were
deleted for Iranian men (Delkhamoush, 2014,
Delkhamoush & Ahmadi Mobarakeh, 2011). Since
this research has been carried out in a religious city
and in an Iranian society with a probability of extrinsic
religious orientation, asking indirect questions about
an individual's values could reduce the probability of
a social desirability response set, thereby increasing
the reliability of results. Furthermore, the PVQ is more
objective than SVS, so it is easier to fill this out.
Therefore, PVQ was the preferred scale.

Table 2.

Means and standard deviations of the variables (n =

337)

Scale Subscales M SD
Prosocial personality ~ 3.38 0.30
Prosocial Helpfulness 3.02 042
Personality Other-oriented 351 035

empathy factor
Over-investment 296 043
Social Fairness 360 048
Exchange Tracking 349 042
Styles Individualism 2.56 0.52
Benefit-seeking 295 0.52
Universalism 434 0.81
Benevolence 434 0.86
Tradition 332 092
Conformity 3.97 0.81
Security 424 0.88
Value System oo ver 363 099
Achievement 447 099
Hedonism 443 0.99
Stimulation 416 1.03
Self-direction 444 0.89
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Results

The total number of participants was 337, of which
77.7% were male and 22.3% female. The mean and
standard deviation of students’ ages were 20.89 and
3.53, respectively. They were students of different
study fields: electrical engineering 18.7%, civil
engineering 17.5%, chemistry 15.7%, mathematics
11%, geography 10.7%, statistics 9.8%, physics 9.5%,
and Persian literature 7.1%. The descriptive statistics
of the research data (mean and standard deviation)
are listed in Table 2.

The following are correlation coefficients
between the ten basic values in the Schwartz's value
system with prosocial personality. Its two factors are
listed in Table 3, with their correlation coefficients
and social exchange styles listed in Table 4.

According to the results of multiple regression
analysis in Table 5, the hypotheses of this study are
confirmed.

Hypotheses 1

The value of R? indicates that 18% of the variance
of prosocial personality and 19% of the variance of
other-oriented empathy factors are explained by
benevolence and universalism values. Benevolence (3
= .28; p < .001) and universalism (B8 = .22; p < .001)

Table 3.

can significantly predict prosocial personality. Also,
other-oriented empathy can be significantly
predicted by benevolence (B = .28; p < .001) and
universalism (B = .23; p < .001). In terms of
helpfulness, the value of R? indicates that 3% of the
variance of the helpfulness factor is explained by
tradition and benevolence values. Tradition (B = .14;
p = .01) and benevolence (B = .11; p = .03), can
significantly predict this factor.

Hypothesis 2
Regarding the second hypothesis, the following
results were obtained:

Fairness style. According to the R? value,
universalism,  achievement,  hedonism,  and
benevolence values explain 29% of the variance of
the fairness style. The fairness style can be
significantly predicted by universalism (3= .26; p <
.001), achievement (B= .20; p < .001), hedonism (B =
.14; p = .006), and benevolence (3 =.11; p = .03).

Tracking style. The value of R? indicates that
achievement, power, and universalism explain 16% of
the variance of tracking style. The achievement (3 =
18; p =.002), power (B = .20; p < .001), and
universalism (B = .16; p < .001) can significantly
predict the tracking style.

Pearson correlation coefficient between the value system variables and prosocial personality with its two

factors
Prosocial Helpfulness Other-oriented
personality factor empathy factor
Value system r p r p r p
Universalism 35 .001 A2 .025 .35 .001
Benevolence .38 .001 A3 011 .38 .001
Tradition A3 014 16 .003 .08 121
Conformity 24 .001 .09 071 .23 .001
Security 22 .001 .02 .606 .25 .001
Power -.001 989 .01 818 -006  .908
Achievement 18 .001 .004 937 21 .001
Hedonism A5 .005 .03 .500 .16 .003
Stimulation 18 .001 .06 .265 18 .001
Self-direction 24 .001 -01 810 28 .001
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Overinvestment style. According to R? value, 12%
of the variance of overinvestment style can be
explained by the power, benevolence, and
universalism values. The power (8 = -.19; p < .001),
benevolence (8 = .27; p < .001), and universalism (8
= -.25; p < .001) values can significantly predict the
overinvestment style.

Individualism style. The R? value indicates that the
benevolence and tradition values explain 18% of the
variance of individualism style. This style can be
significantly predicted by benevolence (B = -.43; p <
.001), and tradition (8 = .10; p = .04) values.

Benefit-seeking style. According to R® value,
benevolence, power, and tradition can explain 19% of
the variance of the benefit-seeking style. The benefit-
seeking style can be predicted by benevolence (8 = -
.31; p <.001), power (B = .26; p < .001), and tradition
(B =.25; p < .001) values.

Multidimensional scaling analysis was used to
investigate the structural conformity of Schwartz's
theory across the participants, and its results were
reported with two indices of badness-of-fit and
goodness-of-fit of R-squared (Figure 2).

Figure 2 has been established based on the panel
introduced by Schwartz (2012); in this panel, the roots
of the dynamic structure reveal the association
between the values in two dimensions. In the first
dimension, the values for controlling the anxiety

Table 4.

triggered by insecurity in society and the world are
called generally self-protective values. Values on the
right in the first dimension which are against the
values based on anxiety-free motivation- values on
the left, are called growth or self-expansive values. In
the second dimension, values generally adapt to
individual interests — the top values in the second
dimension - which are against the values that adapt
the relationships with others and social orientation -
bottom values in the second dimension.

According to Figure 2, the variables with a high
score in dimension one include the values of
tradition, power, conformity, and security, which are
opposed to the values of hedonism, self-direction,
stimulation, benevolence, and universalism. As such,
in dimension 1, there is a high overlap between all
variables, except for achievement, and the initial
model. In Schwartz's original model, the value of
achievement has a high score and is seen alongside
the values in group 1 in dimension one, while here, it
had a below-average score.

In dimension 2, the scores of power, simulation,
hedonism, and self-direction variables were above
average, while the scores of tradition, conformity,
security, universalism and benevolence variables
were below average. Here, also, there is a high
overlap between all variables, except for
achievement, and Schwartz's original model.

Pearson correlation coefficient between the value system variables and social exchange styles

Fairness Tracking . Over- Individualism Beneﬁt-

investment seeking

Value system r p r p r p r p r p
Universalism 44 001 27  .001 -16  .002 -.19 .001 -.06 244
Benevolence 37 .001 18 .001 14 .007 -41 .001 -.24  .001
Tradition -.04 460 .00 .996 .07 182 23 .001 19 .001
Conformity 22 .001 .18 .001 -03 520 -13 012 04 407
Security 29  .001 26 .001 =13 .013 -.001 .985 10 .046
Power 21 .001 29 .001 -20  .001 .01 748 23 .001
Achievement A1 .011 .32 .001 -10  .066 -.25 .001 01 754
Hedonism 35 .001 .26 .001 -.02 .663 -.20 .001 -.02 .606
Stimulation 27  .001 .19 .001 .009 864 -.09 .087 .02 677
Self-direction .35 .001 29 .001 -10  .056 -17 .001 -.02 .622
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In the present study, stress and the R-squared
indices were obtained .156 and .897, respectively,
indicating a relatively good value and acceptable fit
of the model with R-squared greater than .60.

Figure 2.

Two-dimensional map of the variables in spatial form
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Discussion

On a global level, it is widely accepted that values
influence prosocial behaviour (Bayram, 2016).
According to Schwartz (2010), there may be an
association between the ten motivational types of
value and prosocial behaviour. However, in his view,
in most cases, the values of universalism,
benevolence, conformity, security, and power have
been mentioned as values influencing prosocial
behaviour. This result is also consistent with the
results of Bond and Chi's (1997) study, in which
regression equations showed that universalism,
benevolence, and conformity values are the strongest
predictors of prosocial behaviours. As stated by
D'Andrade (2008), the issue of altruism against self-
interest is considered as a bipolar structure in which,
according to Schwartz's value system theory, altruism
is placed in self-transcendence pole, with
benevolence and universalism values, and self-
interest in a self-enhancement pole.

According to the results of this study, the

helpfulness factor, which evaluates moral behaviour

tendencies based on the previous experience of

behaviours (Penner et al., 1995), can be predicted by

the values of tradition and benevolence. This result is
consistent with research on ethical behaviours. For
example, one can refer to studies on the prediction
of ethical behaviour based on values (Dinh et al.,
2012), the importance of values and norms in
predicting ethical behaviours (Kromerova & Sukys,
2018; Lai et al,, 2018), and the effect of values on
voluntary behaviour (Bekkers & Wiepking, 2007).
The value overlap between benevolence and
tradition can explain the contribution of tradition
and benevolence, which together lead to adherence
and selflessness within the group (Seligman et al,
2013), in predicting the helpfulness factor. In
addition, tradition is presented in the social-focus
pole in Schwartz's dynamic model (Schwartz, 2012),
which, like self-transcendence, stands on the
opposite side of the personal-focus pole.

In prosocial personality, the other-oriented
empathy factor is mainly characterized by the
individual's  prosocial thoughts and feelings
(Penner, 1995). The factor is related to cognitive and
emotional components such as reasoning and

empathy. Previous studies have confirmed the
associations between these components, prosociality
and prosocial values. For example, the mediating role
of ethical reasoning in the association between
personal values and decision-making in real life (Lan
et al., 2008) is confirmed in previous studies. Also, the
role of empathic self-efficacy beliefs as a mediator
variable in the relation between self-transcendence
value and prosociality (Caprara et al., 2012) is another
evidence for this association. The later research has
indicated that the self-transcendence value (with the
components of universalism and benevolence)
influences prosociality through the mediation of
cognitive beliefs. This result is consistent with the
result of the present study indicating the contribution
of universalism and benevolence in the prediction of
the cognitive and emotional factor of other-oriented
empathy in prosocial personality. Alteer et al. (2013)
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Table 5.

Regression results from the association between value systems, prosocial personality and value system

factors
Criterion variables Predictor variables R R2 B Beta t
. . benevolence 74 28x** 5.15
Prosocial personality universalism 43 18 0 P, 416
Other-oriented benevolence 43 19 .63 28x** 5.14
empathy factor universalism ' ' 37 23*F* 4.23
tradition 12 14> 2.60
Helpfulness factor benevolence 19 .03 11 1% 512
universalism 23 26%** 4.85
Social exchange style achievement 54 29 22 20%** 3.70
(Fairness) hedonism ’ ’ 21 4%+ 2.78
benevolence 14 a1* 2.12
Social exchange stvle achievement a7 .18** 3.16
Tracking) ge sty power 40 16 25 20%+ 3.74
9 universalism 12 16+ 2.99
Social exchange style P o - 3.67
. 9e sty benevolence .35 12 A7 2Tx** 4.85
(Over-investment) i
universalism =11 -.25 445
Zzg:/lij:jznj:ge style benevolence o 18 -46 -43 8.62
tradition 10 10* 2.06
Social exchange style benevolence 43 19 ~48 -31 6.29
(Benefit-seeking) Power ' ) 47 26%** 5.42
Tradition .36 25x** 5.16

has reviewed previous research on personal values
and ethical judgment and argued that many studies
have indicated a significant association between
ethical awareness or ethical sensitivity and personal
values. Moreover, the nature of the two values of
benevolence and universalism, which are in the self-

transcendence pole and tend to altruism (D'Andrade,
2009) as well as the nature of the components of the
"other-oriented empathy" factor, which are in line
with altruism (Penner et al., 2005), can explain the
association between them as the variables predicting
prosocial personality. Interestingly, benevolence and
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universalism have almost the same contribution in
predicting prosocial personality and its second factor.

Considering the common concept of fairness and
prosociality (De Cremer & Van Lange, 2001), and the
semantic affinity of fairness to some components of
prosocial personality -such as mutual concerns and
moral reasoning- one can explain the power of
benevolence and universalism values as common
predictor variables to predict both fairness style and
prosocial personality. In addition, given neurological
findings on the importance of hedonism in fairness
style (Tabibnia et al, 2008) and the proximity and
conformity of hedonism and achievement values in
Schwarz's model (2012), one can explain the power
of aforementioned values to predict fairness. The
existence of two groups of seemingly contrary values
in a social exchange style can indicate the dynamics
and complexity of human values, which can be
manifested in the combination of different
motivations, from altruistic to egoist ones, in a
behavioural style. This can remind Schwartz's (2010)
view that people experience conflict and consistent
consequences when choosing a behavioural style.

Regarding the predictive role of values, such as
power, is the most important predictive value, in an
exchange commitment, that is characterised by
calculating self-interest in relation to an organization
(Kazemi & Oreizy, 2011), as well as its common
concept with tracking style, one can explain the
prediction of this style based on the value of power.
In addition, achievement, as a value proximate to
power, can predict tracking style. Moreover,
achievement and power are anxiety-based values
that prevent the loss of goals and protect the self
against the threat (Schwartz, 2012). So, they can be
consistent with the concept of tracking style, which is
a response to anxiety in relationships (Leybman et al,,
2011). The value of universalism, in which some
concepts such as social justice and equality are
discussed, can represent a trait in a person with this
style, which is defined by continuous and accurate
monitoring of profits and costs. However, given the
fact that universality is based on anxiety-free values
and is in contradiction with the values of power and
achievement, it is required to further investigate this
issue in future studies.

With regards to the conformity between the
concept of overinvestment style and prosocial
personality, as well as the confrontation of the power
value with the prosocial behaviours (Niemi & Young,
2013), a negative relationship is expected between
power and overinvestment. In addition, the concept
of power with the meaning of 'to control or dominate
people and resources’ (Schwarts, 1994), s
semantically the opposite of the concept of
overinvestment with the meaning of devoting the
resources without expectation of any benefit from
others, which can show the negative relationship
between the two variables. The positive relationship
between the benevolence value and the
overinvestment style can be explained by the
semantic relationship between this style (with the
concept of self-transcendence and other-orientation)
and self-transcendence. Moreover, considering the
concepts (social justice and equality and the welfare
of all, not a group of people) discussed under
universalism, values that are opposed to sacrificing
one's resources for another's welfare in
overinvestment, there is a negative relationship
between these two variables. However, given the
concepts, such as the broad-minded, discussed
under universalism, it is required to further
investigate the reason for its negative relationship
with the overinvestment style- such as the
unpredictability of universalism in the helpfulness
factor, in further research.

The negative relationship between individualism
style and benevolence can be explained by the self-
reliance and low investment in social relationship in
individualism and the social welfare of all people in
benevolence. Moreover, tradition value is placed on
a conservative pole which is characterised by few
social relations and self-reliance than sociality and
altruism, which is consistent with individualism with a
negative relationship with altruism (Leybman et al,
2011). Also, considering the negative relationship
between individualism and the benevolence value
and the positive relationship between it and tradition
value, it is not expected that the conformity between
benevolence and tradition values results in in-group
self-sacrifice. Therefore, the combination of tradition
and benevolence acts in two different ways
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(positively or negatively), depending on the
exchange style, indicating the dynamics of
interactions between values in Schwartz's theory.

Seeking benefit semantically has the highest self-
interest compared to other styles, explaining its
negative relationship with benevolence value and its
positive relationship with power value. In addition,
the conformity between two traditions and
benevolence values in the benefit-seeking style can
be explained in the same way as the individualism
style. Additionally, both tradition and power are
anxiety-based values that prevent the loss of purpose
and protect the self against the threat (Schwartz,
2012). So, the combination of these two values as
factors predicting seeking-benefit could indicate
anxiety in this style and the need to protect self and
prevent the loss of personal goals and resources.
However, one of the concepts discussed in tradition
value in Schwartz's theory—accepting my portion in
life—is not consistent with this style. This shows the
need for more investigation of the relationship
between the tradition value and the benefit-seeking
style in future studies.

In multidimensional scaling, dimension 1, with the
separation of two groups of values, based on anxiety
and free from anxiety, and dimension 2, with the
separation of social-oriented values from individual-
oriented values, show conformity. Thus, the
multidimensionality of value variables can be seen in
Schwartz's value system (Schwartz, 2006). However,
on those axes, the place of achievement values is not
in accordance with the aforementioned classification
procedure.

The movement of achievement value in Schwartz's
value system in lIranian society has also been
reported previously by Delkhamoush & Ahmadi
Mobarakeh, (2011). The social norms in a collectivist
society dominated by religious rulers and formed in
a political environment can make achievement in a
religious society with a fundamentalist approach
conditional on adherence to the aforementioned
norms and even lead to moral hypocrisy. In such
cases, to acquire social dignity and achievement,
individuals will at least pretend to abide by norms
that are in line with self-transcendence, which could
be equivalent to the fourth stage of Kohlberg's moral

development (social progress through moral
hypocrisy). As a result, the achievement value will
appear in the social pole, along with values such as
social conformity and tradition, as well as the variable
of benevolence as a ‘free from anxiety’ value. In
general, the achievement value can be considered
one of the values that can be naturally and
functionally transformed in ideological communities.
Perhaps, in the present study, the achievement value,
with the role of predictive variable and positive
relationship with fairness exchange style, as a style
close to prosocial personality, is consistent with this
explanation.

Conclusion

According to the results of the present study, it is
recommended to enhance the benevolence and
universalism values in students to improve their
prosocial personality and to grow those styles close
to prosocial personality, such as fairness and
overinvestment.

The dynamics of values and interactions between
them, such as the different function of the tradition
value in its interaction with other values, indicate the
dynamics of values in achieving a behavioural style or
character. It also shows the importance of all values
so that paying attention to just some values would
result in the unexpected consequences. In addition,
simultaneously considering consistent and conflict
values in fairness style could indicate an egoist-
altruist spectrum in a person with prosocial interests.

On the report of Flynn and Black (2011), who
studied the beliefs about altruism and egoism, the
relationship between these two variables describes a
dynamic, systematic and value-oriented theory.
Investigating predictor factors, such as values
discussed in the field of prosociality, along with social
exchange styles (with egoistic-altruistic spectrum),
can help complete that model. Additionally, the study
of mediator variables and conditions, such as political
(Rothstein, 2004) or cultural (Butler & Fehr, 2018)
conditions, affecting the relationships between the
values using structural equations can be helpful.

However, perhaps an individual's need for
simplistic thinking or unconscious absolutism in
concepts and definitions to separate the realities in a
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concept sometimes results in his mental confusion in
a semantic spectrum. Monroe (1996) has analogised
various viewpoints on altruism [and prosocial
behaviours] to Rumi’s story about description of an
elephant by blind people. In his opinion, description
of altruism from a viewpoint or in terms of an aspect
of only with one reason would be both wrong and
right to some extent, indicating different mechanisms
in this concept.

Limitations

It is required to cautiously generalise the findings
of this research due to the following limitations,
including the statistical population, gender
disproportion in participants, the smaller number of
completed questionnaires than the sample size
estimated by the Cochran formula, the probability of
participants' bias and carelessness (according to the
researcher's observations) in filing out the
questionnaire, and finally, the probability of lack of
participation of specific groups (such as individualism
and seeking-benefit styles or who are with non-
prosocial behaviour).

Implications for Practice and Theory

The findings and results of the present study can
be cautiously used in the field of social capital and
human resources; for example, in recruitment
regarding the importance of values and prosociality
in different jobs (Joosten et al., 2015; Lan et al., 2010;
Vorkapi¢ et al., 2019), generation of media content,
making families more efficient, and guidance of
consultants. However, it should be noted that the
utilization of value concepts by power authorities,
such as the ideological state or totalitarian
government, can lead to a change in the nature of
the values.

It is suggested to consider those findings of the
present study that were not consistent with previous
research, as well as those that were suggested to be
further investigated in future studies.
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