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ABSTRACT
Values are a central personality construct and the importance of studying them has been well established.
To encourage researchers to integrate measures of values into their studies, brief and ultrabrief
instruments were developed to recapture the 10 values measured by the 40-item Portrait Values
Questionnaire (PVQ; Schwartz, 2003). Rigorous psychometric procedures based on separate derivation (N
D 38,049) and evaluation (N D 29,143) samples yielded 10- and 20-item measures of values, which proved
to be successful at capturing the patterns and magnitude of correlations associated with the original PVQ.
These instruments should be useful to researchers who would like to incorporate a values scale into their
study but do not have the space to administer a longer measure.

There is now strong evidence for a near-universal structure of
basic human values (e.g., Bilsky, Janik, & Schwartz, 2011;
Schwartz, 1992; Schwartz & Bardi, 2001). For example, the
structure of Schwartz’s 10 basic values has been supported in
210 samples from 67 countries (Schwartz & Boehnke, 2004).
These values (universalism, self-direction, stimulation, hedo-
nism, achievement, power, security, conformity, tradition, and
benevolence) relate to one another in a quasi-circumplex struc-
ture such that values that are adjacent to one another are more
positively correlated than values more distant on the circular
structure. In addition, the relative ranking of the importance of
the 10 values shows substantial consistency across different
samples and geographical contexts. This consistency suggests
that a pancultural hierarchy fosters successful societal function-
ing (Schwartz & Bardi, 2001).

The basic values have numerous established external correlates
(e.g., age, gender, education level, political orientation, religiosity;
Schwartz, 2006) and predict a broad range of meaningful decisions
and behaviors (e.g., Bardi & Schwartz, 2003; Sagiv & Schwartz,
2004). In previous research, values have predicted such diverse
behaviors as alcohol consumption (Dollinger & Kobayashi, 2003),
worrying (Schwartz, Sagiv, & Boehnke, 2000), social attraction
(Boer et al., 2011), proenvironmental behavior (Grunert & Juhl,
1995; Schultz & Zelezny, 1998), and political attitudes and voting
behavior (e.g., Schwartz, Caprara, & Vecchione, 2010).

Despite such promising findings, the quantity of values-
related research has lagged behind that of other individual-dif-
ference constructs, such as traits. A keyword search of articles
published in the top (based on Impact Factor from the 2012

Journal Citation Reports� Social Sciences Edition [Thomas
Reuters, 2013]) personality journals (Personality and Social Psy-
chology Review, Journal of Personality and Social Psychology,
Journal of Personality, European Journal of Personality, Person-
ality and Social Psychology Bulletin, Journal of Research in Per-
sonality, Journal of Personality Assessment, Personality and
Individual Differences) over the past 20 years yielded 2,413
articles using the keyword traits compared to 411 articles using
the keyword values.1

Some researchers have essentially equated traits with personality
(Buss, 1989; Hofstee, 1984) but theorists have been quick to point
out that traits alone offer only a limited understanding of personal-
ity (McAdams, 1995). In attempts to push more integrative models
of personality, researchers have proposed values as a candidate for
offering a more comprehensive understanding of the person (e.g.,
McAdams & Pals, 2006; Parks-Leduc, Feldman, & Bardi, 2015).
The incremental contribution of values over traits is supported by
their differing patterns and strengths of correlations with outcomes
and constructs, such as religiosity (Roccas, Sagiv, Schwartz, and
Knafo, 2002), subjective well-being (e.g., Haslam, Whelan, & Bas-
tian, 2009), and voting preferences (e.g., Caprara, Vecchione, &
Schwartz, 2009).

A recent meta-analysis of 60 studies reporting correlations
between values and the Big Five personality traits suggested
that the two types of constructs are distinct (Parks-Leduc et al.,
2015); such findings provide an impetus for researchers to mea-
sure both values and traits when studying the effects of individ-
ual differences. This more comprehensive approach will
provide scholars with a more holistic view of the person and
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also contribute to a better understanding of how traits and val-
ues differentially affect and predict behavior.

One of the main reasons for the relative scarcity of values
research (in comparison to research on personality traits) could be
the costs in time and effort of measuring values, especially for
investigators for whom values are not their primary research inter-
est. Even the already vibrant field of personality trait research saw
an upsurge in studies measuring personality with the availability of
very brief, psychometrically sound personality trait measures (e.g.,
Gosling, Rentfrow, & Swann, 2003). Here, we aim to develop a
short measure of values with the hope that it will similarly facilitate
awider integration of valuesmeasures into ongoing research. Natu-
rally, researchers whose central interests are in values will continue
to use the existing longer instruments.

Background of the empirical study of values

Building on the seminal work of Rokeach (1973), Schwartz and
Bilsky (1987, 1990) sought to develop a theory of basic human
values that applies across cultural contexts and is grounded in
human social nature. Early efforts specified three facets of every
value: goal type (terminal vs. instrumental), interests served
(collective vs. individual), and motivational domain (e.g., hedo-
nism). Subsequently, Schwartz reduced this to two facets, inter-
ests served (social vs. personal) and motivational domain. For
example, the value excitement serves a personal interest in the
stimulation motivational domain. The development of these
facets resulted in a systemic theory of the content and organiza-
tion of the value systems of individuals that has been validated
empirically (Schwartz, 1992; Smith & Schwartz, 1997).

Schwartz (1992) settled on 10 basic human values that are orga-
nized on a circular motivational continuum such that adjacent val-
ues (values that are closer together in the circle) are conceptually
more closely related. Values include universalism, self-direction,
stimulation, hedonism, achievement, power, security, conformity,
tradition, and benevolence values. The circular structure has been
supported in adolescent, student, adult, and representative samples
frommore than 80 countries (Schwartz, 2006, 2011). In addition to
replicating the circular structure with self-reported values, Bardi
and Schwartz (2003) found that behaviors chosen as likely to
express each value (e.g., “obey my parents” [conformity], “Use
environmentally friendly products” [universalism]) also exhibited
a circular structure of relations that corresponded to the circular
motivational structure of values. Thus, value-expressive behaviors
validate themotivational structure, too.

Measurement of the Schwartz values model

The 57-item Schwartz Value Survey (SVS; Schwartz, 1992) was
created to evaluate these 10 basic human values. Participants
endorse the appropriate level of personal importance (from ¡1
to 7) of each value item. For example, to measure power, a
respondent indicates how important “social power—control
over others, dominance” is as a guiding principle in his or her

life. The SVS has strong psychometric validity and remains one
of the most pervasive measures of values.

One issue with the SVS was that the values circumplex2

failed to replicate in about 5% of cross-cultural samples, mainly
in Africa (Schwartz et al., 2001). A major reason for this failure
is that the SVS requires respondents to have an abstract con-
ception of the values they endorse. The SVS provides no infor-
mation to contextualize the values in a real-world setting. Some
participants, especially in societies with a non-Western educa-
tion system, might have had difficulty interpreting the abstract
items of the SVS.

To circumvent the problem of using abstract value concepts,
Schwartz developed the Portrait Values Questionnaire (PVQ–
40; Schwartz, 2003; Schwartz et al., 2001). This 40-item instru-
ment presents participants with short portraits of gender-
matched individuals. Respondents rate how much the person
described in the portrait is like himself or herself. For example,
a PVQ power item states, “It is important to him to be in
charge and tell others what to do. He wants people to do what
he says.” Respondents’ own values are inferred from their self-
reports of how similar they are to the individuals described in
the portraits. With its greater concreteness, the PVQ was more
successful in confirming the value circumplex in countries
where the SVS had not (Schwartz, 2006). The goal of this study
is to develop brief and ultrabrief scales, based on the PVQ–40,
thereby providing researchers with more options to incorporate
values measures into their research.

Why is a shorter instrument needed?

Researchers in the field of personality assessment have identi-
fied numerous contexts where short scales are advantageous
(e.g., Gosling et al., 2003; Paulhus & Bruce, 1992; Robins,
Trzesniewski, Tracy, Gosling, & Potter, 2002). Some of these
contexts include longitudinal studies (tracking individuals on
many constructs over time), personality-rating studies (rating
individuals on multiple personality variables), large-scale Inter-
net studies (where participants might lack the patience to take
long questionnaires), and prescreening (researchers desire to
identify a number of traits before moving forward with a full
study).

In response to the demand for short measures, a wide range
of very brief scales have been developed and validated. These
address such topics as relationships (Wei, Russell, Mallinck-
rodt, Vogel, 2007), personality traits (Gosling et al., 2003),
intelligence (Minshew, Turner, & Goldstein, 2005), and self-
esteem (Robins, Hendin, & Trzesniewski, 2001). Typically,
these scales demonstrate convergence with the full scale and
correlate with external variables as predicted. The short scales
tend to have lower reliabilities (e.g., internal consistency, test–
retest) than the full scales but remain satisfactory (Ziegler,
Kemper, & Kruyen, 2014).

Abbreviating the PVQ–40

In abbreviating the PVQ–40, we had two objectives. First, we
wished to create brief (two items per value) and ultrabrief (one
item per value) questionnaires to allow researchers to incorpo-
rate values into studies that cannot accommodate the length of

2Strictly speaking, the circular motivational structure of values is a quasi-circum-
plex (Schwartz & Boehnke, 2004). For simplicity, we refer to it as a circumplex.
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the standard measures. Second, to promote incremental
research, we wanted to construct the scales in a way that would
readily facilitate comparisons across the scales of different
lengths. Third, we wished to provide a record of all relevant
selection and validation psychometrics.

A brief 21-item measure of values, derived from the PVQ,
already exists, the PVQ–21 (Schwartz, 2003). Schwartz devel-
oped this abbreviated scale for use in the European Social Sur-
vey (ESS; Schwartz, 2003). A number of issues associated with
the development and publication of the PVQ–21 prompted us
to create a new scale. First, several of its items were modified
versions of PVQ–40 items, making direct psychometric com-
parisons between the 21-item and 40-item versions problem-
atic. Second, few details were reported regarding the sample of
444 individuals used for the item-derivation sample other than
that they originated from the United Kingdom and Nether-
lands. Third, no external variables were measured in the scale-
development process; evaluating the pattern of relationships
with values and other constructs is a key step in establishing
the validity of a new measure (e.g., Gosling et al. 2003). Fourth,
convergent validity scores are not reported. An abbreviated
scale’s correlation with the original scale is an important step in
demonstrating that it can effectively recapture the psychomet-
ric properties of the long-form version. Finally, no test–retest
data are available; this form of reliability is particularly impor-
tant because, as we discuss later, internal consistency indexes
are vulnerable to underestimating the reliability of short scales.

The current scale-development efforts sought to address
these drawbacks of the PVQ–21. First, to facilitate comparabil-
ity across scales, we drew on PVQ–40 items to construct both
the 10- and 20-item scales, using identical methods and equiva-
lent samples. This procedure guaranteed that the items of the
10-item scale were a subset of the items on the 20-item scale.
Because the longer instruments perfectly subsume the shorter
instruments, researchers can directly compare findings across
studies that used either of the two new scales or the existing
PVQ–40. We also compared the performance of our new 10-
and 20-item scales with that of the existing 21-item PVQ. Sec-
ond, we present detailed demographic information on partici-
pants and documentation of the data collection procedures.
Third, a number of external variables were collected, allowing
us to examine their expected relationships with the values
scales, furnishing further evidence regarding the validity of the
new scales. Fourth, convergent validity scores with respect to
the original PVQ–40 were estimated and used in the item-selec-
tion and validation phases. Finally, we estimated test–retest
reliability data.

Overview of this research

Phase 1 of the study involved the selection of items for the new
scales. To derive the best performing 10-item and 20-item
measures, the following psychometric criteria were used: con-
vergence with the full scale, internal consistency, and patterns
of predicted external correlates. Phase 2 then evaluated the
abbreviated scales in a new sample. Additionally, two follow-up
studies were performed. The first study aimed to identify the
time savings a researcher might gain from using the new
shorter scales The second study estimated test–retest reliability.

A number of automated methods, such as those based on
item response theory and genetic algorithms, can also be used
to select the subsets of items that best represent the longer
scales from which the items are drawn. Elsewhere we have
empirically compared the results of the traditional and auto-
mated methods and found the results to be virtually identical
(Sandy, Gosling, & Koelkebeck, 2014). Here we use the tradi-
tional method, which is more widely understood.

Method

Participants

The procedures required a large sample to detect the subtle psy-
chometric effects of measurement differences, and one that was
reasonably diverse to establish the generalizability of the find-
ings. It was also necessary to obtain responses to a number of
other variables to evaluate patterns of external correlates. Col-
lecting the data online facilitated meeting these criteria (Gos-
ling & Mason, 2015). Specifically, two samples of volunteers
responded to items hosted on an application (MyType) run-
ning on Facebook. Respondents received feedback on their
scores that they could post to their walls if they wished. Sample
1 (derivation sample) consisted of 38,049 individuals (63%
female; ages 18–94, M D 26.42, SD D 10.01) who responded
between December 2009 and November 2010. Sample 2 (evalu-
ation sample) consisted of 29,143 individuals (62% female; ages
18–92, M D 27.45, SD D 9.52) who responded between August
2010 and February 2011 while Sample 1 was being analyzed.
Sample 1 and Sample 2 were both pulled from a larger database
of participants and are completely nonoverlapping (meaning
that no participants appear in both data sets). The nationality
of the participants was as follows: United States (72%), Singa-
pore (8%), Canada (3%), Australia (3%), and Great Britain
(3%). Twelve percent of participants were from various other
countries and 11% did not report a location.

Measures

The data were collected via a series of questionnaires hosted by
MyType.com, an application developed for Facebook. A pri-
mary feature of this application is to provide users the opportu-
nity to respond to and get feedback on psychometrically valid
personality scales. Participants arrived at MyType.com through
embedded links in other Web sites, online search engines, and
word of mouth. Two broad classes of measures were collected.
First were the values measures from which the short scales
were derived. Second were variables that could be used to com-
pare the patterns of external correlates of the old and new
instruments. These were demographics, Big Five, political ori-
entation, and religiosity, which MyType happened to be
collecting.

Portrait Values Questionnaire 40-item
One survey available through MyType was the PVQ (PVQ–40;
Schwartz, 2003; Schwartz et al., 2001), a 40-item questionnaire
that includes descriptions of people who endorse certain values.
Respondents use a 6-point scale ranging from 1 (not like me at
all) to 6 (very much like me) to describe the extent to which the

SHORT VALUES MEASURE 3



individuals portrayed in 40 brief descriptions are similar to
themselves (see online supplemental Appendix A for sample
items). Respondents’ own values are inferred from these self-
reported similarity estimates. Reliability reached acceptable lev-
els (typically greater than .7; Nunnally, 1978) in both samples
with one exception (tradition). Cronbach’s alphas for the selec-
tion and evaluation samples were, respectively, conformity D
.73/.73, tradition D .51/.51, benevolence D .85/.86, universalism
D .84/.85, self-direction D .88/.89, stimulation D .77/.78, hedo-
nism D .80/.81, achievement D .84/.84, power D .69/.69, and
security D .65/.64.

Portrait Values Questionnaire 21-item
Schwartz created a 21-item version of the PVQ (PVQ–21;
Schwartz, 2003) for inclusion in the ESS (Schwartz, 2003). To
evaluate whether the new 10- and 20-item instruments offer
any improvement over this version, we also calculated scores
for a close proxy of the PVQ–21. It was necessary to use a proxy
for the PVQ–21 because eight of its items were slightly modi-
fied from the PVQ–40 items. Our data set only included items
from the PVQ–40, so we substituted the items from the PVQ–
40 that matched the modified PVQ–21 items most closely for
our proxy. The differences between the original PVQ–40 and
modified PVQ–21 items are quite minor. For example, “Enjoy-
ing life’s pleasures is important to him. He likes to ‘spoil’ him-
self” was modified to “Having a good time is important to him.
He likes to ‘spoil’ himself” in the PVQ–21.

Nonetheless, to evaluate the extent to which these minor
edits had an impact on responses to the items, we conducted a
series of tests that examined the equivalences between the
items. Data were collected via Amazon’s Mechanical Turk (see
Buhrmester, Kwang, & Gosling, 2011, for a description of
Mechanical Turk and support for the reliability of data col-
lected on that platform). With a sample of 307 participants, we
evaluated correlations between the PVQ–21 items and their
PVQ–40 equivalents. The correlations ranged from .43 to .77
(M D .64). Combining these estimates across studies and cor-
recting them for attenuation (using the test–retest correlations
derived from perfectly identical items) yielded item-equivalence
estimates that ranged from .53 to .91 (M D .74, SD D .10).
Based on these estimates, we concluded that the item-equiva-
lences were sufficiently strong to proceed with our proxy mea-
sure of the PVQ–21. However, readers should keep in mind
that our proxy is not identical to the PVQ–21. Cronbach’s
alphas for the selection and evaluation samples for the PVQ–21
were, respectively, conformity D .67/.68, tradition D .18/.16,
benevolence D .83/.85, universalism D .73/.75, self-direction D
.77/.79, stimulation D .70/.70, hedonism D .67/.67, achieve-
ment D .73/.73, power D .55/.55, and security D .40/.39.

The Big Five Inventory
The Big Five Inventory (BFI; John, Donahue, & Kentle, 1991) is
designed to measure the factors of the Big Five (Extraversion
[E], Agreeableness [A], Conscientiousness [C], Neuroticism
[N], Openness [O]). It consists of 44 short items that respond-
ents rate on a scale ranging from 1 (strongly disagree) to 5
(strongly agree). Cronbach’s alpha reached acceptable levels in
both the selection and validation samples, respectively (E D
.77/.77, A D .75/.70, C D .78/.77, N D .81/.77, O D .71/.67).

Demographic and attitudinal variables
These variables were age (measured in years), gender, income,
education level, political conservatism, and religiosity. Income
was self-reported household income (seven intervals ranging
from less than $25,000 to $200,000 or more). Political conser-
vatism was measured with a single-item scale ranging from 1
(extremely liberal) to 5 (extremely conservative). Religiosity was
measured with a single-item scale ranging from 1 (not religious
at all) to 5 (devoutly religious).

Phase 1: Item selection

We based item selection on three factors—reliability, patterns
of predicted external correlations, and mean external correla-
tions. We measured reliability via Cronbach’s alpha, which esti-
mates internal consistency, or the degree to which the items tap
the same construct. For scales that are designed to estimate uni-
tary constructs, as the value scales are, items that yield higher
alpha levels are preferred. In the case of the 10-item measure,
internal consistency could not be evaluated because only one
item measured each value. It is important to note that although
we used Cronbach’s alpha as one of the criteria for selecting
items, this index can underestimate reliability, especially when
applied to very short measures of broad constructs. This bias
results from the fact that alpha is a function of the number of
items on a scale and average correlation among the items. Typi-
cally the goal of a brief measure is to capture the full breadth of
a construct (i.e., content validity) with as few items as possible.
To capture the breadth of the construct, maximally different
items could be chosen, thereby reducing the mean interitem
correlations. To keep the scale short, few items are selected.
Together both these factors (low interitem correlations, few
items) will tend to diminish the alpha coefficients.

If the new value instruments are to serve as useful alterna-
tives to the PVQ–40, the values they measure should show pat-
terns of correlation with external variables that are similar to
those found with the PVQ–40. To evaluate the degree to which
this is the case, we performed a three-step analysis. First, we
centered each participant’s value scores around his or her own
scale mean. This is an important step when evaluating external
correlations because it controls for response biases such as
acquiescence or social desirability (e.g., Schwartz, 2004). Next,
we computed the correlations of the values measured with the
PVQ–40 with 11 external variables (e.g., personality traits, soci-
odemographic variables). Finally, we computed the correlations
of the values measured with the new instruments with the same
11 external variables. For this analysis, we are concerned with
the similarity between the patterns of value correlations of the
PVQ–40 and the abbreviated scales. Recapturing the pattern of
correlations supports the construct validity of a measure—or
its expected relationships with other constructs (whether they
be related or unrelated to the construct of interest; Cronbach &
Meehl, 1955).

Ideally, the value correlations of the new instruments should
demonstrate both convergent and discriminant validity. So, in
the second step, we computed column-vector correlations
between the sets of correlations (i.e., between the correlations
of the PVQ–40 and of the abbreviated scales with the external
variables). We first transformed the correlations to a linear
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scale using Fisher’s r-to-z formula. Strong vector correlations
would indicate that an abbreviated scale captures external pre-
dictions in a manner similar to the full PVQ–40.

In addition to reproducing the original pattern of correla-
tions, it is also important that the correlations with the new
instrument are of an approximately similar magnitude as the
correlations with the original instrument; of course, some
reduction in magnitude usually results as a consequence of the
somewhat lower reliability associated with short scales. To
examine whether the new scales recaptured the magnitude of
correlations found with the original scale, the mean of the abso-
lute correlations with external variables was computed for the
original and new values scales.

The 10-item and 20-item scales that optimized these three
criteria (reliability, patterns of external correlates, magnitude of
external correlations) were selected for further evaluation (in
Stage 2). The 10-item and 20-item scale are henceforth referred
to as the Ten Item Value Inventory (TIVI) and the Twenty
Item Value Inventory (TwIVI), respectively.

Results

Table 1 presents the scale reliabilities for the TwIVI, the PVQ–40,
and the PVQ–21. Scale reliabilities could not be estimated for the
TIVI because it consists of only one item per scale. Reliabilities for
the TwIVI, with two items per value, ranged from .33 to .91 (MD
.71). Reliabilities for the PVQ–21 proxy ranged from .18 to .83 (M
D .62). Reliabilities for the full 40-item PVQ ranged from .51 to .88
(M D .76). Two values (security and tradition) had consistently
low reliabilities, even in the full PVQ–40. Not surprisingly, with
three to six items per scale, alpha levels for the PVQ–40were higher
on average than for any of the short scales.

The vector correlations revealed that the values measured
with the new, abbreviated scales had patterns of correlation
with the 11 external variables that were highly similar to the
patterns for the PVQ–40. Vector correlations ranged from .78
to .98 (M D .91) for the 10-item TIVI, from .85 to .99 (M D
.93) for the 20-item TwIVI, and from .65 to .99 (M D .91) for
the PVQ–21 proxy (for full results, see online supplemental
Table S.1).

Mean external correlates ranged from .09 to .14 (M D .11)
for the one-item scales of the TIVI, from .09 to .14 (M D .12)
for the two-item scales of the TwIVI, and from .08 to .13 (M D
.11) for the PVQ–21 (for full results, see online supplemental
Table S.2). The abbreviated scales almost fully reproduced the
magnitude of external correlates seen in the scales of the full
PVQ–40 scale, which ranged from .10 to .15 (M D .13). A full
summary of external correlates can be found in Table 2. The
compositions of the different scales, including the degree to
which the derived items overlap with the PVQ–21, are shown
in Table 3.

Phase 2: Validation

To ensure that the psychometric criteria derived in the original
sample are not capitalizing on correlated error, it is necessary
to compute internal consistency reliability, vector correlations,
and mean correlations in a new, independent sample. Thus, the
goal of Phase 2 was to undertake an evaluation of the scales in
a new sample. To evaluate the degree to which each new scale
recaptured the full original scale, we also assessed the conver-
gent and discriminant validity between the new short scales
and the scales of the original 40-item instrument. Additionally,
we tested the ability of the abbreviated scales to recapture the
value hierarchy (or the mean ranking of the 10 values) of the
PVQ–40.

Measures

The same variables were measured in Phase 2 as in Phase 1.
These variables were also measured in the same manner (i.e.,
the same questionnaires were used).

Validation criteria

It is important to establish that the measures are reliable in an
independent sample to ensure that they are sufficiently precise
for use in research. We evaluated reliability and external corre-
lations in the same manner as in Phase 1. Predicting the pattern
of external correlation (both the magnitude and pattern) is an
important step in establishing a nomological network, thereby
supporting the construct validity of the instruments (Cronbach
& Meehl, 1955).

In addition to examining the pattern and magnitude of the
external correlates, we also tested the predicted relationships
that the values would have with external variables based on pre-
vious literature. For each value dimension, we formed predic-
tions about the directionality of the relationship the dimension
would have with the external variables. These predictions were
made without reference to the findings in this data set.
Informed predictions were made only for external variables
with sufficient background research to support the hypothesis.
Hypotheses for values and the Big Five are based on meta-anal-
yses performed by Fischer and Boer (2015), Parks (2007),
Parks-Leduc et al. (2015), and Roccas et al. (2002). Religiosity
hypotheses are based on meta-analyses by Saroglou, Delpierre,
and Dernelle (2004) and Schwartz and Huismans (1995). The
predictions for sociodemographic variables (e.g., age, gender)
are based on Schwartz and Rubel (2005) and on representative

Table 1. Scale alpha reliabilities in the selection and validation samples.

TwIVI PVQ–40 PVQ–21.

Value Selection Validation Selection Validation Selection Validation

Conformity .61 .60 .73 .73 .67 .68
Tradition .50 .50 .51 .51 .18 .16
Benevolence .91 .91 .85 .86 .83 .85
Universalism .76 .77 .84 .85 .73 .75
Self-direction .81 .82 .88 .89 .77 .79
Stimulation .70 .70 .77 .78 .70 .70
Hedonism .85 .85 .80 .81 .67 .67
Achievement .79 .79 .84 .84 .73 .73
Power .80 .80 .69 .69 .55 .55
Security .33 .33 .65 .64 .40 .39
M .71 .71 .76 .76 .62 .63

Note. TwIVI D Twenty Item Values Inventory; PVQ–40 D 40-item Portrait Values
Questionnaire; PVQ–21 D 21-item Portrait Values Questionnaire. The Ten Item
Values Inventory (TIVI) is not represented in this table because internal consis-
tency cannot be estimated for a scale that only uses one item per dimension.
Reliabilities from both the selection phase (Sample 1) and validation phase (Sam-
ple 2) are presented side by side.
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national data from 27 countries in rounds one and two of the
ESS. Hypotheses for values and political conservatism were
formed based on the work of Piurko, Schwartz, and Davidov
(2011) and Schwartz et al. (2010). Table 4 displays the full
matrix of predictions.

In addition, we evaluated the convergent and discriminant
validity of the abbreviated scales by correlating the 10 values
measured by each scale with the 10 values measured by the
PVQ–40. High correlations on the diagonal of the intercorrela-
tion matrices would support convergent validity. Traditionally,

near-zero correlations on the off-diagonals support discrimi-
nant validity. However, the values form a circumplex, so a dif-
ferent test of discriminant validity is appropriate. Values
adjacent in the circumplex (e.g., power and achievement)
should correlate positively, opposing values (e.g., power and
benevolence) should correlate negatively, and only orthogonal
values (e.g., power and stimulation) should correlate near zero.
This pattern is found with the PVQ–40 values.

Finally, we evaluated the ability of the new scales to recapture
the value hierarchy of the PVQ–40. The value hierarchy, or ranking

Table 2. External correlations for selection sample.

CO TR BE UN SD ST HE AC PO SE

PVQ–40

Extraversion ¡.10�� ¡.12�� .19�� .05�� .20�� .39�� .29�� .30�� .43�� .06��

Agreeableness .26�� .24�� .57�� .35�� ¡.07�� .02� ¡.02�� ¡.24�� ¡.39�� ¡.01
Conscientiousness .29�� .22�� .06�� ¡.02� ¡.02� ¡.14�� ¡.15�� .16�� .17�� .45��

Emotional Stability .01 .04�� .11�� .04�� .11�� .15�� .01 ¡.04�� ¡.02�� ¡.02��

Openness ¡.18�� ¡.14�� .14�� .26�� .38�� .23�� .02�� .06�� .01 ¡.11��

Conservatism .23�� .32�� .01 ¡.24�� ¡.09�� ¡.08�� ¡.07�� ¡.03� .01 .18��

Religiosity .28�� .47�� .23�� .05�� ¡.07�� .01 ¡.08�� ¡.06�� ¡.04�� .13��

Income ¡.01 ¡.07�� ¡.04�� ¡.06�� .01 ¡.02� ¡.01 .08�� .13�� .05��

Education .02�� ¡.01 ¡.01 .01 .01 ¡.03�� ¡.04�� ¡.02�� .02�� .04��

Gender .03�� .03�� .03�� .05�� ¡.01� .01 .01 ¡.02�� ¡.05�� .03��

Age .01 ¡.01 .05�� .08�� .06�� ¡.09�� ¡.07�� ¡.16�� ¡.05�� .12��

PVQ–21

Extraversion ¡.11�� ¡.23�� .18�� .06�� .20�� .37�� .28�� .25�� .30�� ¡.04��

Agreeableness .14�� .19�� .49�� .34�� ¡.10�� ¡.01 ¡.05�� ¡.20�� ¡.39�� .00
Conscientiousness .29�� .23�� .08�� ¡.02� ¡.10�� ¡.11�� ¡.15�� .07�� .12�� .25��

Emotional Stability ¡.04�� ¡.02 .01 .06�� .06�� .17�� .00 ¡.10�� ¡.07�� ¡.12��

Openness ¡.20�� ¡.17�� .11�� .27�� .36�� .26�� .01 .03�� ¡.06�� ¡.16��

Conservatism .25�� .22�� .00 ¡.21�� ¡.09�� ¡.08�� ¡.08�� ¡.03� .02 .20��

Religiosity .24�� .23�� .17�� .03�� ¡.05�� .00 ¡.10�� ¡.05�� ¡.07�� .11��

Income level .01 ¡.04�� ¡.04�� ¡.06�� .00 ¡.01 .00 .07�� .12�� .03��

Education level .02� ¡.02�� ¡.02� .02� ¡.01� ¡.02� ¡.02�� ¡.02� .01 .01
Gender .02�� .01� .03�� .05�� ¡.01�� ¡.01� .00 ¡.00 ¡.05�� .05��

Age ¡.01 .00 .03�� .08�� .05�� ¡.07�� ¡.04�� ¡.14�� ¡.07�� .08��

TwIVI

Extraversion ¡.06�� .03�� .19�� .05�� .18�� .37�� .31�� .24�� .49�� .08��

Agreeableness .21�� .13�� .56�� .33�� .01 ¡.01 .04�� ¡.27�� ¡.34�� ¡.03��

Conscientiousness .27�� .22�� .06�� ¡.04�� ¡.10�� ¡.11�� ¡.13�� .17�� .20�� .50��

Emotional Stability ¡.00 .00 .01 .00 .07�� .17�� .05�� ¡.04�� .02� .00
Openness ¡.18�� ¡.13�� .13�� .18�� .45�� .26�� .03�� ¡.01 .06�� ¡.07��

Conservatism .23�� .38�� ¡.02 ¡.26�� ¡.10�� ¡.08�� ¡.06�� ¡.01 .02 .15��

Religiosity .28�� .56�� .19�� .03�� ¡.02� .00 ¡.05�� ¡.07�� .01 .11��

Income level .00 ¡.02� ¡.03�� ¡.06�� ¡.01 ¡.01 ¡.03�� .08�� .11�� .05��

Education level .01� .02�� .00 ¡.01 .00 ¡.02� ¡.06�� ¡.03�� .03�� .05��

Gender .03�� .05�� .05�� .05�� ¡.02�� ¡.01� .00 ¡.04�� ¡.03�� .02��

Age ¡.01 .03�� .07�� .05�� .04�� ¡.07�� ¡.09�� ¡.20�� ¡.01 .11��

TIVI

Extraversion .04�� .06�� .19�� .04�� .13�� .36�� .31�� .22�� .39�� .06��

Agreeableness .20�� .16�� .52�� .29�� .04�� ¡.06�� .02�� ¡.21�� ¡.36�� ¡.03��

Conscientiousness .24�� .13�� .05�� ¡.03�� ¡.03�� ¡.10�� ¡.14�� .10�� .17�� .58��

Emotional Stability .06�� .04�� .02� ¡.00 .09�� .17�� .05�� ¡.07�� ¡.04�� .00
Openness ¡.12�� ¡.06�� .12�� .13�� .34�� .20�� .03�� ¡.03�� ¡.00 ¡.06��

Conservatism .22�� .37�� ¡.03� ¡.19�� ¡.08�� ¡.04�� ¡.05�� ¡.01 .04�� .10��

Religiosity .28�� .61�� .19�� .02�� ¡.02�� .01 ¡.05�� ¡.06�� .01 .09��

Income level ¡.00 ¡.03�� ¡.03�� ¡.06�� .00 ¡.01 ¡.03�� .07�� .09�� .03��

Education level .02� .03�� ¡.00 ¡.01 .03�� ¡.04�� ¡.06�� ¡.03�� .02�� .06��

Gender .03�� .04�� .05�� .05�� ¡.01� ¡.04�� .00 ¡.02�� ¡.02�� .05��

Age .02�� .02�� .05�� .04�� .05�� ¡.09�� ¡.08�� ¡.20�� ¡.03�� .12��

Note. CO D Conformity; TRD Tradition; BE D Benevolence; UN D Universalism; SDD Self-direction; ST D Stimulation; HE D Hedonism; AC D Achievement; PO D Power;
SE D Security; PVQ–40 D 40-item Portrait Values Questionnaire; PVQ–21 D 21-item Portrait Values Questionnaire; TwIVI D Twenty Item Values Inventory; TIVI D Ten
Item Values Inventory.

�p < .01. ��p < .001.

6 SANDY, GOSLING, SCHWARTZ, KOELKEBECK



of values within a sample (as established through the sample
means), describes the relative value priorities of a given population.
There is considerable convergence regarding the relative impor-
tance (and unimportance) of the values across countries. Benevo-
lence, self-direction, and universalism typically emerge as the most

important values, and power, tradition, and stimulation as the least
important (Schwartz & Bardi, 2001). However, the value priorities
of different populations tend to vary around this pancultural base-
line. Given the importance of the value hierarchy for understanding
particular populations, it is important for any short scale of values
to be able to effectively capture this hierarchy. We therefore com-
pared the mean value ranking obtained with each shorter scale to
that obtained with the PVQ–40.

Results

Reliability
The reliability estimates in the validation sample were generally
similar to those in the selection sample. Table 1 reports coefficient
alphas between .33 and .91 (M D .71) for the values measured by
the TwIVI. For the PVQ–21, reliabilities ranged from .16 to .85 (M
D .63) and for the PVQ–40 from .51 to .89 (M D .76). As previ-
ously noted, reliability could not be estimated for the TIVI because
the scales consisted of only one item each.

Correlations with external variables
Each computed scale (PVQ–40, PVQ–21, TwIVI, and TIVI) was
correlated with a set of external variables (e.g., Big Five, gender).
We compared these correlations with the predicted relationships
that we posited based on past research (predictions can be seen in
Table 4). As shown in Table 5, the relationships between the full
PVQ–40 and the external variables closely matched the predicted
relationships in direction and significance. Overall, 82% of the 90
predictions matched both in the predicted direction and signifi-
cance level. Results for the external correlations of the PVQ–21,
TwIVI, and TIVI are also found in Table 5. The results revealed
that the TwIVI matched 85% of the initial predictions. The PVQ–
21 and the TIVI both matched 83% of predictions. As can be seen
in Table 5, many of the predictions that failed were in the proper
predicted direction but onlymetmarginal significance.

The full pattern of external correlations was also similar to those
in the selection sample. Online supplemental Table S.1 reports vec-
tor correlations for the TwIVI of .95 to .99 (MD .97). Vector corre-
lations for the TIVI ranged from .82 to .99 (M D .91). Vector
correlations for the PVQ–21 ranged from .79 to .99 (MD .93).

The correlations of values with external variables were gen-
erally stronger for the longer, more reliable measures, as psy-
chometric principles would predict. Online supplemental
Table S.2 reports absolute mean correlations for the PVQ–40 of
.09 to .13 (M D .11), for the 20-item TwIVI of .09 to .13 (M D
.11), for the 10-item TIVI scale of .07 to .12 (M D .10), and for
the 21-item PVQ–21 of .08 to .12 (M D .10). Table 5 provides
full details of the correlations with external variables.

Convergence across measures
The correlations along the diagonals of Table 6 reveal generally
strong convergence between the values measured by the abbrevi-
ated measures and by the PVQ–40. As expected, the highest con-
vergence emerged for the two-item measures of the TwIVI (M rD
.91). Convergent validity for the PVQ–21 values was also strong
(MrD .91). The TIVI also performed well with amean r of .81.

For the reasons discussed earlier, we assessed the discrimi-
nant validity of the scales by computing the intervalue correla-
tions of each abbreviated scale with the intervalue correlations

Table 3. Overlap of items across measures.

Item TIVI TwIVI PVQ–21

1 SD SD
2 PO
3 UN UN UN
4 AC
5 SE
6 ST ST
7 CO
8 UN
9
10 HE HE HE
11 SD
12 BE BE BE
13 AC AC AC
14 SE
15 ST ST ST
16 CO CO
17 PO PO PO
18 BE
19 UN
20 TR TR
21 SE SE
22 SD SD
23 UN
24
25 TR TR
26 HE
27 BE
28 CO CO
29
30
31
32
33 AC
34
35 SE
36
37 ST
38 TR
39 PO
40

Note. TIVI D Ten Item Values Inventory; TwIVI D Twenty Item Values Inventory;
PVQ–21 D 21-item Portrait Values Questionnaire. The letter abbreviations indi-
cate which of the 10 values the item was used to measure: CO D Conformity; TR
D Tradition; BE D Benevolence; UN D Universalism; SD D Self-direction; ST D
Stimulation; HED Hedonism; ACD Achievement; PO D Power; SE D Security.

Table 4. External correlate predictions for validation sample.

Value E A C N O Gender Age Religiosity Conservatism

Conformity x C C C ¡ / / C C
Tradition ¡ C C C ¡ / / C C
Benevolence C C C x C C C / /
Universalism x C C x C / C / ¡
Self-direction C x C ¡ C / / ¡ ¡
Stimulation C x ¡ ¡ C / ¡ ¡ /
Hedonism C x ¡ ¡ C / ¡ ¡ ¡
Achievement C ¡ C x x / / / /
Power C ¡ x ¡ ¡ ¡ / / /
Security x x C C ¡ / C / C

Note. E D Extraversion; A D Agreeableness; C D Conscientiousness; N D Neuroti-
cism; O D Openness; – D negative correlation; C D positive correlation; / D
insufficient literature to make a prediction; x D no predicted relationship.
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of the PVQ–40 scales. The patterns of correlations for the short
scales very closely matched those of the criterion correlation
matrix of the PVQ–40. Correlations were .92 (TwIVI), .93
(TIVI), and .92 (PVQ–21).

Value hierarchy
The ranking of the mean score for each abbreviated scale was com-
pared to the ranking of the scores for the PVQ–40 scales. The
TwIVI came the closest to recapturing the value hierarchy of the
full scale, with only 4 (out of 50 possible) deviations. The PVQ–21
and the TIVI each deviated 8 ranks. Rank-order correlations with

the PVQ–40 were .98 for the TwIVI, .94 for the PVQ–21, and .91
for the TIVI. A full report of the ranks and mean differences for
each of the abbreviated scales can be seen in online supplemental
Tables S.3, S.4, and S.5.

Test–retest reliability

Test–retest reliability statistics are particularly important met-
rics to gather when evaluating short measures because, unlike
Cronbach’s alpha, they are not deflated by the low number of
items (e.g., Gosling et al., 2003). We therefore conducted a

Table 5. External correlations validation sample.

CO TR BE UN SD ST HE AC PO SE

PVQ–40

Extraversion ¡.08�� ¡.08�� .19�� .05�� .16�� .36�� .28�� .25�� .37�� .07��

Agreeableness .26�� .25�� .47�� .33�� ¡.04�� .01 ¡.02 ¡.24�� ¡.36�� .00
Conscientiousness .26�� .17�� .05�� ¡.02 .02 ¡.11�� ¡.11�� .17�� .17�� .40��

Emotional Stability .02 .03� .08�� .01 .07�� .12�� .03� ¡.03� ¡.01 ¡.01
Openness ¡.14�� ¡.11�� .13�� .22�� .31�� .20�� .02 .04�� .00 ¡.09��

Conservatism .22�� .30�� .02� ¡.24�� ¡.10�� ¡.07�� ¡.06�� ¡.02� .01 .17��

Religiosity .27�� .46�� .20�� .04�� ¡.06�� .00 ¡.09�� ¡.06�� ¡.04�� .13��

Income level .00 ¡.06�� ¡.03�� ¡.05�� .02� ¡.02 ¡.01 .07�� .12�� .05��

Education level .02� ¡.01 ¡.03�� ¡.02� ¡.01 ¡.05�� ¡.05�� ¡.03�� .03�� .03��

Gender .03�� .03�� .03�� .04�� ¡.01 .01 .01 ¡.01� ¡.04�� .03��

Age .00 ¡.01 .05�� .08�� .06�� ¡.09�� ¡.07�� ¡.15�� ¡.04�� .11��

PVQ–21

Extraversion ¡.10�� ¡.19�� .17�� .05�� .16�� .34�� .27�� .20�� .25�� ¡.03�

Agreeableness .14�� .22�� .39�� .31�� ¡.03� ¡.02 ¡.05�� ¡.21�� ¡.36�� .01
Conscientiousness .26�� .20�� .07�� ¡.02 ¡.05�� ¡.08�� ¡.12�� .08�� .12�� .20��

Emotional Stability ¡.04�� ¡.02 ¡.01 .03� .04�� .13�� .01 ¡.07�� ¡.05�� ¡.10��

Openness ¡.17�� ¡.14�� .10�� .23�� .30�� .23�� .01 .01 ¡.06�� ¡.14��

Conservatism .22�� .21�� .01 ¡.22�� ¡.10�� ¡.07�� ¡.06�� ¡.03�� .02� .19��

Religiosity .23�� .22�� .16�� .02 ¡.05�� ¡.01 ¡.10�� ¡.06�� ¡.06�� .10��

Income level .01 ¡.03�� ¡.03�� ¡.05�� .01 .00 .00 .06�� .11�� .03��

Education level .02� ¡.02� ¡.04�� ¡.01 ¡.03�� ¡.03�� ¡.03�� ¡.03�� .02� .00
Gender .02�� .01 .03�� .04�� ¡.01 ¡.01 .01 .00 ¡.05�� .05��

Age ¡.01 ¡.01 .03�� .07�� .05�� ¡.07�� ¡.05�� ¡.13�� ¡.07�� .07��

TwIVI

Extraversion ¡.06�� .07�� .19�� .03�� .15�� .34�� .23�� .19�� .44�� .09��

Agreeableness .22�� .12�� .46�� .30�� .03� ¡.02 .03�� ¡.26�� ¡.32�� ¡.02
Conscientiousness .23�� .17�� .05�� ¡.03� ¡.06�� ¡.08�� ¡.10�� .17�� .19�� .45��

Emotional Stability .01 .01 ¡.01 ¡.02 .05�� .13�� .06�� ¡.02 .03� .02
Openness ¡.14�� ¡.11�� .11�� .15�� .38�� .23�� .03�� ¡.01 .06�� ¡.05��

Conservatism .22�� .36�� ¡.01 ¡.26�� ¡.11�� ¡.07�� ¡.05�� .00 .02 .13��

Religiosity .27�� .53�� .17�� .02� ¡.02� ¡.01 ¡.06�� ¡.08�� .01 .11��

Income level .00 ¡.02� ¡.02 ¡.06�� ¡.01 .00 ¡.02� .08�� .10�� .05��

Education level .01 .02� ¡.02�� ¡.03�� ¡.02� ¡.03�� ¡.08�� ¡.03�� .03�� .05��

Gender .02�� .04�� .04�� .05�� ¡.01� ¡.01 .01 ¡.03�� ¡.03�� .01�

Age ¡.02�� .03�� .06�� .05�� .04�� ¡.07�� ¡.09�� ¡.18�� ¡.00 .11��

TIVI

Extraversion .04�� .10�� .18�� .03� .12�� .33�� .30�� .17�� .34�� .06��

Agreeableness .21�� .13�� .43�� .26�� .04�� ¡.06�� .02 ¡.23�� ¡.34�� ¡.01
Conscientiousness .21�� .09�� .05�� ¡.03� .00 ¡.07�� ¡.11�� .10�� .16�� .52��

Emotional Stability .06�� .04�� .00 ¡.02 .05�� .14�� .05�� ¡.05�� ¡.02 ¡.00
Openness ¡.09�� ¡.05�� .11�� .11�� .30�� .18�� .03� ¡.02 .00 ¡.06��

Conservatism .22�� .33�� ¡.01 ¡.21�� ¡.09�� ¡.04�� ¡.04�� ¡.01 .03�� .10��

Religiosity .27�� .59�� .17�� .01 ¡.02� ¡.01 ¡.06�� ¡.06�� .01 .10��

Income level ¡.00 ¡.03�� ¡.03�� ¡.05�� .01 ¡.01 ¡.03�� .08�� .08�� .03��

Education level .01 .03�� ¡.03�� ¡.03�� .01 ¡.05�� ¡.07�� ¡.04�� .02�� .05��

Gender .03�� .04�� .04�� .04�� ¡.01 ¡.03�� .00 ¡.02� ¡.02�� .04��

Age .01 .03�� .05�� .04�� .04�� ¡.09�� ¡.08�� ¡.18�� ¡.03�� .11��

Note. COD Conformity; TRD Tradition; BED Benevolence; UND Universalism; SDD Self-direction; STD Stimulation; HED Hedonism; ACD Achievement; POD Power; SED Secu-
rity; PVQ–40D 40-item Portrait Values Questionnaire; PVQ–21D 21-item Portrait Values Questionnaire; TwIVID Twenty Item Values Inventory; TIVID Ten Item Values Inventory.
Terms shown in bold italics indicate a conflict with predicted correlations. Terms shown in bold indicate consistency with predicted relationships. Nonbolded numbers indicate that
no predictions weremade about those correlations.

�p < .01. ��p < .001.
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study to establish the test–retest reliability of the two new pro-
posed measures (the TIVI and the TwIVI).

Participants and method

Two samples (one for the TIVI and one for the TwIVI) of partici-
pants were assessed twice, with a 2-week interval between assess-
ments. Data were again collected via Amazon’s Mechanical Turk.
One hundred and fifteen participants took the TIVI at Time 1 and
76 of them were available to retake it at Time 2. One hundred and
twenty-one participants took the TwIVI at Time 1 and 46 of them
were available to retake it at Time 2. Demographic variables were
not collected for this sample.

Table 6. Convergent and discriminant validity with the full PVQ–40 in validation sample.

Scales CO TR BE UN SD ST HE AC PO SE

PVQ–40

Conformity 1
Tradition .62�� 1
Benevolence .36�� .27�� 1
Universalism .24�� .15�� .72�� 1
Self–direction .07�� ¡.05�� .69�� .67�� 1
Stimulation ¡.05�� ¡.07�� .45�� .45�� .59�� 1
Hedonism .05�� ¡.09�� .47�� .42�� .57�� .61�� 1
Achievement .15�� ¡.09�� .30�� .26�� .49�� .41�� .45�� 1
Power ¡.06�� ¡.17�� ¡.26�� ¡.25�� ¡.09�� .07�� .09�� .44�� 1
Security .49�� .34�� .30�� .28�� .25�� .08�� .22�� .36�� .17�� 1

TwIVI

Conformity .93�� .59�� .34�� .21�� .07�� ¡.02�� .07�� .17�� ¡.02�� .47��

Tradition .49�� .82�� .06�� ¡.10�� ¡.23�� ¡.14�� ¡.16�� ¡.05�� .06�� .28��

Benevolence .33�� .23�� .95�� .70�� .66�� .43�� .46�� .30�� ¡.23�� .28��

Universalism .20�� .10�� .65�� .91�� .60�� .38�� .40�� .24�� ¡.22�� .23��

Self–direction .06�� ¡.04�� .67�� .67�� .94�� .58�� .52�� .43�� ¡.13�� .19��

Stimulation ¡.08�� ¡.08�� .40�� .41�� .56�� .95�� .53�� .38�� .07�� .05��

Hedonism .09�� ¡.02�� .55�� .49�� .62�� .65�� .95�� .43�� ¡.01 .22��

Achievement .12�� ¡.10�� .12�� .09�� .30�� .29�� .34�� .92�� .51�� .33��

Power ¡.03�� ¡.09�� ¡.13�� ¡.14�� .01 .10�� .07�� .41�� .91�� .16��

Security .40�� .29�� .14�� .16�� .11�� .01 .07�� .24�� .20�� .84��

TIVI

Conformity .76�� .54�� .43�� .28�� .18�� .11�� .17�� .17�� ¡.07�� .42��

Tradition .38�� .71�� .13�� ¡.04�� ¡.13�� ¡.06�� ¡.15�� ¡.07�� ¡.01� .19��

Benevolence .32�� .24�� .90�� .67�� .62�� .41�� .42�� .28�� ¡.22�� .27��

Universalism .19�� .08�� .66�� .83�� .62�� .37�� .40�� .26�� ¡.23�� .20��

Self–direction .12�� .00 .68�� .67�� .89�� .53�� .51�� .43�� ¡.15�� .23��

Stimulation ¡.16�� ¡.09�� .18�� .19�� .31�� .81�� .39�� .26�� .16�� ¡.05��

Hedonism .03�� ¡.04�� .45�� .39�� .51�� .60�� .89�� .36�� .02�� .16��

Achievement .13�� ¡.10�� .12�� .08�� .25�� .26�� .33�� .85�� .47�� .27��

Power ¡.01� ¡.07�� ¡.25�� ¡.26�� ¡.15�� ¡.02� ¡.03�� .31�� .86�� .12��

Security .31�� .23�� .12�� .10�� .09�� ¡.01 .02�� .18�� .15�� .60��

PVQ–21

Conformity .86�� .53�� .06�� ¡.03�� ¡.19�� ¡.23�� ¡.15�� .05�� .07�� .39��

Tradition .59�� .81�� .26�� .19�� .04�� ¡.07�� .01 .00 ¡.14�� .38��

Benevolence .33�� .23�� .95�� .70�� .71�� .45�� .49�� .34�� ¡.21�� .30��

Universalism .21�� .11�� .74�� .95�� .71�� .46�� .44�� .28�� ¡.26�� .25��

Self–direction .03�� ¡.06�� .64�� .62�� .95�� .57�� .56�� .45�� ¡.07�� .20��

Stimulation ¡.08�� ¡.08�� .40�� .41�� .56�� .95�� .53�� .38�� .07�� .05��

Hedonism ¡.01 ¡.12�� .34�� .31�� .44�� .54�� .96�� .40�� .15�� .17��

Achievement .14�� ¡.11�� .29�� .23�� .44�� .35�� .44�� .92�� .38�� .29��

Power ¡.05�� ¡.17�� ¡.36�� ¡.34�� ¡.22�� ¡.04�� .04�� .36�� .94�� .14��

Security–21 .45�� .30�� .19�� .15�� .11�� ¡.06�� .16�� .26�� .14�� .83��

Note. CO D Conformity; TRD Tradition; BE D Benevolence; UN D Universalism; SDD Self-direction; ST D Stimulation; HE D Hedonism; AC D Achievement; PO D Power;
SE D Security; PVQ–40 D 40-item Portrait Values Questionnaire; TwIVI D Twenty Item Values Inventory; TIVI D Ten Item Values Inventory; PVQ–21 D 21-item Portrait
Values Questionnaire. The numbers along the diagonal reflect convergent validity—or the correlations between the PVQ–40 and each other scale. The numbers on the
upper diagonal reflect the correlations between the PVQ–40 values and the values computed by each other scale. The lower diagonal reflects discriminant validity—or
the intercorrelations within each scale. Only the lower diagonal for the PVQ–40 correlations is reported because the numbers mirror the upper diagonal.

�p < .01. ��p < .001.

Table 7. Test–retest correlations for TwIVI and TIVI.

Value TwIVI TIVI

Conformity .65 .70
Tradition .58 .79
Benevolence .69 .73
Universalism .81 .60
Self-direction .77 .60
Stimulation .71 .64
Hedonism .76 .60
Achievement .51 .68
Power .66 .62
Security .53 .67
M .67 .66

Note. TwIVI D Twenty Item Values Inventory; TIVI D Ten Item Values Inventory. All
correlations were significant at p < .001.
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Results

Test–retest correlations for both the TwIVI andTIVI can be seen in
Table 7. Correlations for the TwIVI ranged from .51 to .81
(M D .67). Correlations for the TIVI ranged from .60 to .79 (M D
.66). These results are in line with similarly abbreviated personality
measures (e.g., Gosling et al., 2003). Additionally, in the case of the
PVQ–40, Schwartz et al. (2001) reported 2-week test–retest correla-
tions ranging from .66 to .88 (MD .81) and Bardi, Lee, Hofmann-
Towfigh, and Soutar (2009) reported 9-month test–retest correla-
tions ranging from .58 to .68 (MD .63).

Given the importance of value priorities in predicting
behavior, profile stability coefficients—or the relative stability
of the value priorities from Time 1 to Time 2—were com-
puted (Schwartz & Bardi, 2001). These coefficients were cal-
culated by averaging the intraindividual correlations for the
TwIVI and TIVI. The stability coefficient for the TwIVI was
.86 (SD D .15) and slightly lower at .77 (SD D .31) for the
TIVI.

Discussion

Our goal was to develop psychometrically sound brief (20-item)
and ultrabrief (10-item) measures of values. We evaluated the
instruments’ convergent and discriminant validities, reliabilities,
and external correlations. The TwIVI outperformed the PVQ–21
in almost every area of psychometric evaluation. As expected, the
longer measures outperformed the 10-item measure (TIVI). All of
the new measures met a satisfactory standard of reliability and
validity. Additionally, all of the measures were able to almost
completely reproduce the pattern of predicted relationships with
external variables.

We wanted to develop measures that made direct cross-
instrument comparisons possible, with the ultrabrief measure
being a subset of the brief measure, and the brief measure being
a subset of the PVQ–40. Our psychometric analyses allowed us
to achieve this goal, with the TIVI being completely subsumed
by the TwIVI. Specifically, in four cases (at the item-selection
phase), there were two candidate items with virtually identical
psychometric properties, so we chose the ones that would
ensure cross-instrument overlap. The online supplemental
Appendices present the TIVI and the TwIVI along with their
scoring instructions. Normative data (calculated from the
Mytype.com data) for the two new measures can be found in
online supplemental Tables S.6 and S.7.

Of the two measures, we recommend using the TwIVI over
the TIVI for six reasons. First, the TwIVI has slightly superior
psychometric properties (see Table 1 and online supplemental
Tables S.1 and S.2). Second, the TwIVI more successfully recap-
tures predicted relationships between values and external varia-
bles. Third, the TwIVI comes closer than the TIVI to
duplicating the value hierarchy of the PVQ–40. Fourth, the two
items on each scale allow researchers to undertake rudimentary
checks for random responding and other rating nuisances and
to compute indexes of internal consistency (although research-
ers are warned against relying too heavily on such measures;
see McCrae, Kurtz, Yamagata, & Terracciano, 2011). Fifth, the
TwIVI offers greater content validity because there are two
items measuring each dimension instead of one. The TIVI
remains a viable option for researchers extremely short on

time, questionnaire space, or both. Our results showed that,
even with a lower internal consistency, the TIVI maintains
equally high test–retest reliabilities as the TwIVI.

Limitations and future directions

A number of limitations with this study should be noted. First,
our test–retest sample was relatively small and, therefore, gen-
eralizability of these findings is limited. Second, our samples
were heavily U.S.-based and collected via a Facebook applica-
tion; future research should examine these scales in a broader
sample of countries and using a broader array of assessment
methods. Additionally, we were unable to collect nationality
information on participants in the test–retest study. This limits
the generalizability of those findings. Third, the emphasis on a
data-driven approach resulted in the selection of some items
that suffer from low face validity. For example, the single item
assessing tradition in the TIVI was, “Religious belief is impor-
tant to him/her. S/he tries hard to do what his/her religion
requires,” which would appear to miss nonreligious people
high on tradition. Nonetheless, we retained such items because
the analyses clearly showed them to have the strongest conver-
gent validity with the PVQ–40 scales; had we abandoned our
data-driven decisions for these items, we would be compelled
to do so for all the scales, unhitching us from a key strength of
this work.

Finally, the TwIVI sometimes suffered from low internal
consistency. As previously noted, however, we view this more
as an apparent limitation than a genuine limitation, because
researchers should not rely too heavily on measures of inter-
nal consistency when it comes to evaluating the efficacy of
abbreviated measures. To attenuate for the bias in alpha reli-
abilities, they should put more weight on other forms of reli-
ability (e.g., test–retest) and validity (e.g., convergent, external
correlates).
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