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Abstract
The main objective of this paper is to develop a scale that can facilitate a com-
prehensive assessment of intellectual virtues. To our knowledge, no instrument 
has been designed to assess virtuous intellectual character as a global construct, 
and this article aimed to fill this research gap through two studies. The first study 
aimed to investigate the construct validity and reliability of the scale, while the 
second study aimed to confirm the factorial structure observed in Study 1 and to 
analyze the convergent validity of the new scale. Study 1 included 545 college 
students (mean age = 19.57 years, SD = 1.41) enrolled in 33 undergraduate degree 
programs at Argentinean universities. Study 2 included 700 college students (mean 
age = 18.07, SD = 0.95). The EFA carried out in Study 1 identified five dimensions 
of the VICS (attentiveness, open-mindedness, curiosity, carefulness, and intellectual 
autonomy), and the CFA carried out in Study 2 validated the five-factor structure. 
A bifactor model indicated that each group of items was related to a specific virtue 
while simultaneously being linked to a bifactor or global construct, i.e., “a virtuous 
intellectual character.” Our results confirm the existence of a global construct while 
preserving the specificity of each virtue. The results of Study 2 indicated that the 
VICS total score and its five factors are associated with intellectual humility, deep 
thinking, bravery, academic engagement, and social and psychological well-being. 
However, all intellectual virtues were only weakly associated with emotional well-
being. Finally, both studies indicated good reliability of the VICS.
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1  Introduction

In recent decades, virtue epistemology has provided a new framework for study-
ing the intellectual virtues that characterize excellent thinkers (Turri et al., 2021). 
The distinctive feature of the approach proposed by virtue epistemologists lies in its 
emphasis on the need to consider cognitive faculties and the virtues that perfect them 
to account for the possibility of obtaining knowledge of the truth. This approach has 
led to increasing interest in studying the notion of personal character in philosophy 
as well as a renewed interest in this topic in psychology.

In a broad sense, character traits are stable dispositions that combine perception, 
knowledge, emotion, motivation, and action to respond to the demands associated 
with different spheres of human life. Personal character is often taken to include 
four dimensions: moral, civic, performance, and intellectual character (Baehr, 2017; 
Park et al., 2017). Over the past 30 years, intellectual character has become a signifi-
cant topic of discussion in philosophical circles (Baehr, 2011; Battaly, 2019; Code, 
1987; Montmarquet, 1993; Roberts & Wood, 2007; Zagzebski, 1996), where it has 
been observed that the traits associated with intellectual character can either facilitate 
the achievement of epistemic goals (intellectual virtues, such as intellectual humil-
ity and open-mindedness) or hinder them (intellectual vices, such as arrogance and 
closed-mindedness).

For many virtue epistemologists, intellectual virtues refer to the distinctive per-
sonal qualities exhibited by excellent thinkers (Dow, 2013; King, 2021a). These qual-
ities include abilities, habits, or traits that are directed toward epistemic goods, such 
as knowledge, understanding, and truth.

The catalog of intellectual virtues is flexible, and different lists have been pro-
posed by different authors who claim that the lists they propose are not exhaustive. 
Thus, Robert Roberts and Jay Wood analyzed the following intellectual virtues: love 
of knowledge, firmness, courage and caution, humility, autonomy, generosity, and 
practical wisdom (Roberts & Wood, 2007). Philip Dow identified seven core intellec-
tual virtues (Dow, 2013): courage, carefulness, tenacity, fair-mindedness, curiosity, 
honesty, and humility. Nathan King added two other virtues (King, 2021a): auton-
omy and open-mindedness. Jason Baehr also proposed a list of nine key virtues that 
replaced honesty and fair-mindedness with attentiveness and thoroughness (Baehr, 
2015, 2021). These scholars, among others, have analyzed the characteristics of good 
thinkers, often in the context of educational goals, with the aim of helping cultivate 
such virtues in the classroom. Although researchers in the field of psychology have 
also begun to research the notion of a virtuous intellectual character, no validated 
instruments have yet been developed to assess this notion comprehensively.

The following list of nine key intellectual virtues enumerated by Baehr has been 
one of the most frequently considered approaches to this topic (Baehr, 2015, 2021, 
pp. 34–50):

1.	 Curiosity is the habit of seeking and asking for explanations without being satis-
fied with superficial or easy answers. It results in a desire to know and obtain a 
broader and deeper understanding (Ross, 2018).
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2.	 Intellectual autonomy is the capacity to engage in active, self-directed thinking. 
This virtue results in the ability to think and reason for oneself (Carter, 2017).

3.	 Intellectual humility is the willingness to own one’s intellectual strengths and 
limitations. This virtue results in the recognition that one still has much to learn 
and in the ability to rectify the situation when one realizes that one’s own opinion 
is wrong (Ballantyne, 2021).

4.	 Attentiveness is the habit of being “personally present” in the learning process. 
This virtue helps individuals avoid distractions and dispersion and to focus on 
what is essential (Berinsky et al., 2024).

5.	 Carefulness is the willingness to detect and avoid methodological errors and mis-
takes. This virtue results in a search for accurate conclusions and results (King, 
2021a, pp. 58–80).

6.	 Intellectual thoroughness involves investigating topics in depth and exploring 
the connections among them from a comprehensive perspective (Baehr, 2021, 
pp. 43–45).

7.	 Open-mindedness is the capacity to listen to points of view that are opposed to 
one’s own in an understanding way. This virtue results in the willingness to con-
sider issues and to think in ways to which one is not accustomed, thereby avoid-
ing biases (Baehr, 2013b; Riggs, 2019).

8.	 Intellectual courage is the disposition that enables one to sustain one’s ideas. 
This virtue results in the willingness to communicate such ideas without concern 
for threats or criticism and without fear of embarrassment or failure (Roberts & 
Wood, 2007a).

9.	 Intellectual tenacity is the habit of accepting intellectual challenges and sustain-
ing prolonged effort over time. This virtue helps individuals keep their proposed 
objectives in sight and to overcome obstacles without becoming discouraged 
when they experience fatigue or encounter difficulties (Dweck et al., 2014).

While philosophers have been exploring the theoretical conceptualization of intel-
lectual virtues in further depth, psychologists have also been developing instruments 
to assess several of these virtues, such as curiosity (Bluemke et al., 2023; Yow et al., 
2022), open-mindedness (Haran et al., 2013), and grit (Duckworth et al., 2007). Intel-
lectual humility, meanwhile, has received a great deal of attention in the past decade, 
representing the most frequently studied intellectual virtue by far (Porter et al., 2021). 
This virtue has been conceptualized in various ways, for example, by contrasting it 
with vices such as arrogance and vanity (Roberts & Wood, 2003), considering it to 
be an orientation toward recognition of one’s own intellectual limitations (Whitcomb 
et al., 2015) or viewing it as a willingness to own one’s intellectual weaknesses and 
strengths (King, 2021b). In addition, a variety of scales have been designed to mea-
sure intellectual humility, such as those developed by Alfano (2017), Leary et al. 
(2017), and Krumrei-Mancuso (2019).

Recently, it has been noted that studies on intellectual humility by psychologists 
have focused primarily on the assessment of this virtue; furthermore, it has been 
suggested that such studies may already be entering a new phase based on explora-
tion of how intellectual humility can mutually reinforce other intellectual virtues in 
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the process of shaping an excellent intellectual character (Jayawickreme & Fleeson, 
2023, p. 238). Such investigations can also be very useful in the context of education.

Some virtue epistemologists have argued that education should focus on cultivat-
ing students’ intellectual virtues (Baehr, 2013a; Battaly, 2016; Pritchard, 2013). As a 
goal of education, an education that seeks to cultivate intellectual virtues, or teaching 
for intellectual virtues, involves the intentional and thoughtful cultivation of deep 
and effective habits through continuous practice (Baehr, 2021). Educators who are 
committed to this ideal have developed self-report measures that can help students 
reflect on their intellectual character with the goal of improving it. One prominent 
such measure is Jason Baehr’s Virtue-Based Self-Assessments (Baehr, 2015, 2021, 
pp. 197–200).

However, despite the importance of intellectual virtues in the context of education, 
to date, no psychometrically validated instruments have been developed to facilitate 
the comprehensive assessment of a virtuous intellectual character. Moreover, such 
an instrument would make it possible to advance the research on other questions that 
virtue epistemology has highlighted but that still require empirical investigation.

On the one hand, given that intellectual virtues are essential with respect to effec-
tive and motivated learning (Baehr, 2021, pp. 3–4), it can be assumed that a virtuous 
intellectual character is associated with academic engagement. Although several con-
ceptualizations of academic engagement have been proposed, empirical evidence has 
indicated that the mechanism underlying feelings of engagement is the same across 
different conceptualizations (Tomás et al., 2020). According to the conceptualization 
developed by Schaufeli, academic engagement is a positive and satisfying state of 
mind that is related to learning and characterized by vigor, dedication, and absorption. 
Vigor represents a high level of mental energy and resilience alongside persistence 
in the context of learning. Dedication can be described as a sense of significance, 
enthusiasm, inspiration, pride, and challenge. Finally, absorption is characterized by 
total concentration and deep absorption in the context of studying, which causes time 
to seem to pass quickly and gives rise to difficulties regarding individuals’ attempts to 
disengage from the task at hand (Schaufeli et al., 2002, p. 74). The instrument devel-
oped by Schaufeli has already been used successfully in many countries, including 
Argentina (Mesurado et al., 2016).

On the other hand, it can also be assumed that virtuous intellectual character is 
associated with human flourishing (Mesurado & Vanney, forthcoming). According 
to Baehr (2006, p. 507), intellectual character in the philosophical sense refers to 
essential elements of cognitive flourishing or well-being. Pritchard (2016, p. 115) 
also claims that intellectual virtues are essential traits in human flourishing and, as 
such, should be valued in their own right and not merely in terms of their practical 
use; similarly, King holds that such virtues play a central role in both individual 
and collective flourishing (King, 2021a, p. x). To date, eudemonic psychologists 
have proposed the most comprehensive approaches to human well-being based on a 
multidimensional conceptualization of human flourishing, including emotional, psy-
chological, and social dimensions (Keyes, 2005, 2013). Several years ago, a multidi-
mensional flourishing scale based on Keyes’s proposal was developed and validated 
in Argentina, Chile, Colombia, Mexico, Portugal, and Spain (Mesurado et al., 2018).
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The main objective of this paper is to develop a scale that can facilitate a com-
prehensive assessment of intellectual virtues. Two studies were conducted to address 
this issue. The first study aimed to investigate the construct validity and reliability of 
the scale, while the second study aimed to confirm the factorial structure observed in 
Study 1 and to analyze the convergent validity of the new scale.

1.1  Study 1. Objectives

The first aim of Study 1 is to examine the construct validity of the Spanish version of 
the Virtue-Based Self-Assessments instrument designed by Baehr (2015, 2021, pp. 
197–200). A second aim of this study is to investigate the internal consistency of the 
new scale.

2  Methods

The procedures performed in the studies were in accordance with the 1964 Helsinki 
Declaration and its later amendments or comparable ethical standards. The partici-
pants of both studies signed informed consent forms.

2.1  Participants

The sample on which this research focused included 545 college students (275 
women, 50.46%; 263 men, 48.26%; and 7 nonbinary students, 1.28%) who were 
enrolled in 33 undergraduate degree programs (e.g., medicine, economics, law, edu-
cation) at Argentinean universities located in Buenos Aires. The students’ ages ranged 
from 17 to 25 years, and their mean age was 19.57 years, with a standard deviation 
of 1.41 years. Most students (98.9%) reported no disabilities, while 0.1% reported 
dyslexia or visual or pulmonary impairment. The sample size is adequate to perform 
the proposed factor analysis (Lloret-Segura et al., 2014; MacCallum et al., 1999).

With the intention of characterizing the family educational context in which the 
student was raised, data were collected on the educational level of the parents. In 
terms of the highest level of education attained by the students’ fathers or guardians, 
3.9% had completed elementary school, 30.6% had completed high school, 40% had 
completed university education, 23.3% had completed a postgraduate program, and 
2.2% of participants preferred not to answer this question. In terms of the highest 
level of education attained by the students’ mothers or guardians, 2.2% had com-
pleted elementary school, 23.9% had completed high school, 56.9% had completed 
university education, 16% had completed a postgraduate program, and 1.1% of par-
ticipants preferred not to answer this question.

To recruit the sample on which this research focused, we used the nonprobabilistic 
snowball procedure. In our study, we initially contacted university students from dif-
ferent undergraduate programs and asked them to connect with other students until 
we reached the sample size described in this study. The students’ participation in this 
research was anonymous, and they received no compensation for their participation 
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in this study. The recruitment period started on October 4, 2021, and ended on August 
27, 2022.

2.2  The Original Virtue-Based Self-Assessments Instrument

The original Virtue-Based Self-Assessments instrument designed by Baehr (2015, 
2021) measures nine intellectual virtues using 72 items: curiosity (e.g., “My classes 
often leave me wondering about the topics we discussed”), intellectual autonomy 
(e.g., “I am an independent thinker”), intellectual humility (e.g., the reverse-scored 
item “I am right about most things”), attentiveness (e.g., “I enjoy paying attention”), 
intellectual carefulness (e.g., the reverse-scored item “I make careless errors in my 
schoolwork”), intellectual thoroughness (e.g., “I like to get to the bottom of things 
that interest me”), open-mindedness (e.g., “I like to hear different perspectives”), 
courage (e.g., the reverse-scored item “When my answer is different from everyone 
else’s, I avoid speaking up”), and intellectual tenacity (e.g., “Even if a class is boring, 
I work hard to pay attention and learn”). Each subscale includes a total of 8 items, 3 
or 4 of which are reverse scored.

The participant is asked to score each statement on a Likert scale ranging from 1 
to 5, which includes the following options: 1 = “Very different from me,” 2 = “Dif-
ferent from me,” 3 = “Neither different from me nor like me,” 4 = “Like me,” and 5 
= “Very much like me.”

2.3  The Process of Translating the Virtue-Based Self-Assessments Instrument

A professional with a dual degree in philosophy and psychology, a philosopher spe-
cializing in virtue epistemology, and a psychologist specializing in psychometrics 
participated in the process of translating the scale from English into Spanish. The 
professional with a dual degree in philosophy and psychology is fluent in English, 
and he performed the initial translation. The three professionals then discussed the 
translation of each statement until a consensus was reached. The emphasis of this 
process was on achieving a conceptual translation rather than a literal translation of 
the items with the goal of ensuring that the instrument used more natural and appro-
priate language for the participants. In accordance with the guidelines and standards 
pertaining to educational and psychological testing, the translation process involved 
not only translating the language used in the test to ensure that it was suitable for 
Argentine participants but also discussing linguistic and cultural characteristics to 
ensure that the instrument would be able to assess each intellectual virtue appropri-
ately (American Educational Research Association et al., 2014).

2.4  Statistical Procedures

To investigate the construct validity of the Spanish version of the Virtue-Based Self-
Assessments instrument, an exploratory factor analysis was conducted using JASP 
software version 0.16. The Kaiser‒Meyer‒Olkin (KMO) test and Bartlett’s test of 
sphericity were utilized to determine the convenience of the procedure based on 
exploratory factor analysis (EFA). A scree plot and parallel analysis were used to 
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determine the number of factors or dimensions. The principal axis factoring method 
and Varimax rotation were also utilized.

Finally, Cronbach’s alpha coefficient was calculated to assess the scale’s internal 
consistency.

3  Results

To determine the validity of the Spanish version of the Virtue-Based Self-Assess-
ments instrument, we first aimed to conduct various analyses to determine the con-
struct validity and internal consistency of this measure.

3.1  Investigation of Construct Validity

Exploratory factor analysis was used to investigate the construct validity of Baehr’s 
Spanish version of the Virtue-Based Self-Assessments instrument. The KMO test 
revealed a value of 0.84, and Bartlett’s test of sphericity revealed a value of 4168.90, 
df = 148, p <.001. The scree plot suggested five dimensions or factors, which explained 
45% of the variance (see Fig. 1). The parallel analysis also indicated the existence of 
5 factors (see Table 1). The principal axis factoring method and varimax rotation with 
Kaiser normalization were used to determine the distribution of the items into these 
five factors. The rotation converged in 13 interactions, and the loading factors of the 
items ranged between 0.41 and 0.78 (see Table 2).

Three criteria were used to determine whether an item should be maintained in 
the scale: (a) each factor was composed of at least three items, (b) the factor load-
ing of each item was equal to or greater than 0.40, and (c) the difference in loadings 
among factors was greater than 0.10 (Kahn, 2006; Worthington & Whittaker, 2006). 
Based on these criteria, a new scale was obtained, which included 23 items distrib-
uted across 5 subscales: attentiveness, open-mindedness, curiosity, carefulness, and 
intellectual autonomy. As our results did not confirm the original structure of the nine 
dimensions of the Virtue-Based Self-Assessments instrument, we decided to rename 
the new instrument, with the original author’s consent, the Virtuous Intellectual Char-
acter Scale (VICS). In addition, these instruments are designed for various purposes. 
While the Virtue-Based Self-Assessments were designed for educational purposes to 

Fig. 1  Scree plot of the Study 1 
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facilitate students’ self-reflection on their intellectual character, the VICS is psycho-
metrically validated.

3.2  Internal Consistency

The Cronbach’s alpha coefficient for the total score was α = 0.85. The Cronbach’s 
alpha coefficients for each subscale were as follows: attentiveness (α = 0.83), open-
mindedness (α = 0.83), curiosity (α = 0.76), carefulness (α = 0.73), and intellectual 
autonomy (α = 0.56). The reliability indices pertaining to the total scale score and all 
subscales reached the recommended reliability threshold of 0.70 with the exception 
of the intellectual autonomy subscale. The failure of this subscale to reach the recom-
mended threshold may be due to the fact that it contains only three items (Nunnally & 
Bernstein, 1994, p. 252). However, this subscale was retained because removal of the 
items included in the intellectual autonomy subscale did not result in any significant 
improvement in the reliability of the total scale.

3.2.1  Study 2. Objectives

The first aim of Study 2 is to confirm the five-structure factors (including attentive-
ness, open-mindedness, curiosity, carefulness, and intellectual autonomy) of the 

Table 1  Parallel analysis (study 1)
Real data component
eigenvalues

Simulated data
mean eigenvalues

Factor 1* 5.718 1.395
Factor 2* 2.137 1.332
Factor 3* 2.010 1.276
Factor 4* 1.648 1.232
Factor 5* 1.444 1.199
Factor 6 0.982 1.163
Factor 7 0.907 1.132
Factor 8 0.842 1.099
Factor 9 0.761 1.068
Factor 10 0.745 1.049
Factor 11 0.637 1.018
Factor 12 0.577 0.994
Factor 13 0.567 0.968
Factor 14 0.551 0.933
Factor 15 0.513 0.903
Factor 16 0.477 0.873
Factor 17 0.450 0.852
Factor 18 0.428 0.824
Factor 19 0.396 0.802
Factor 20 0.363 0.772
Factor 21 0.345 0.742
Factor 22 0.272 0.711
Factor 23 0.229 0.665
Note.  ’*’ = Factor should be retained. Results from PC-based parallel analysis
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VICS developed in Study 1. In addition, the theoretical models will also be compared 
to refine the conceptualization of a virtuous intellectual character.

The second aim of this study is to study the scale’s internal consistency and con-
vergent validity by referencing a large sample.

Table 2  Exploratory factor analysis of the virtues Intellectual Character Scale. Factor loadings of each 
item per factor of study 1
New codification/Old codification. Items 1 2 3 4 5 Uniqueness
A1/A2. I notice small details in stories that 
might become important later on.

0.78 0.11 0.15 0.13 0.05 0.34

A2/A1. I enjoy paying attention. 0.75 0.09 0.16 0.16 0.09 0.38
A4/A3. I like to look closely at things. 0.69 0.14 0.22 0.19 0.07 0.41
A3/A4. I tend to notice details that other 
people miss.

0.65 0.09 0.13 0.12 0.09 0.53

A5/A6. I could spend a very long time looking 
at a detailed image.

0.46 0.15 0.14 0.03 0.06 0.74

O1/O5. I am open to considering new 
evidence.

0.16 0.78 0.21 0.14 0.02 0.30

O3/O4. I like to hear different perspectives. 0.23 0.71 0.17 0.10 0.07 0.40
O2/O6. I am a flexible thinker. 0.05 0.70 0.04 0.07 0.02 0.50
O4/O1. I am willing to change my beliefs. 0.03 0.61 0.07 0.07 0.02 0.62
O5/O3. I enjoy learning why other people 
believe what they believe.

0.19 0.58 0.19 0.07 0.16 0.55

Cu1/Cu3. I am interested in a lot of topics. 0.08 0.13 0.71 0.15 0.05 0.45
Cu2/Cu1. I am eager to explore new things. 0.13 0.14 0.68 0.05 − 0.00 0.50
Cu3/Cu5. I wonder about how things work. 0.20 0.11 0.55 0.02 0.14 0.63
Cu4/Cu2. My classes often leave me wonder-
ing about the topics we discussed

0.15 0.06 0.52 0.18 0.04 0.68

Cu5/Cu6. The world is a fascinating place to 
discover.

0.23 0.16 0.46 0.07 0.12 0.69

Ca1/Ca6. I take the time I need to get the 
answer right.

0.12 0.08 0.07 0.75 0.06 0.41

Ca2/Ca1. I always read the directions before 
starting an assignment.

0.11 0.07 0.15 0.62 − 0.08 0.57

Ca3/Ca2. I check my work for errors before 
turning it in.

− 0.02 0.10 0.03 0.58 − 0.12 0.64

Ca5/Ca5. I like to be accurate 0.21 0.05 0.18 0.49 0.12 0.66
Ca4/Ca7. I avoid jumping to conclusions. 0.13 0.07 0.04 0.46 0.05 0.76
IA1/IA5. Sometimes I disagree with what my 
parents or teachers thinks

0.05 0.08 − 0.03 − 0.05 0.65 0.57

IA2/IA4. I think differently from my 
classmates.

0.11 − 0.01 0.11 − 0.06 0.58 0.64

IA3/IA6. When someone gives me advice, I 
like to think it through for myself

0.08 0.15 0.19 0.17 0.41 0.74

Variance for each factor 12% 11% 9% 9% 5%
Total Variance 45%
Note: New codification/ Old codification: A = attentiveness, O = open-mindedness, Cu = curiosity, 
Ca = carefulness, and Au = intellectual autonomy
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4  Methods

4.1  Participants

The sample included 700 college students (374 women, 53.4%; 323 men, 46.4%; 
and 1 participant who did not answer this question, 0.1%) who were enrolled in 17 
undergraduate courses (e.g., medicine, economics, law, education) at an Argentin-
ean university located in Buenos Aires. The students’ ages ranged from 17 to 24 
years, and their mean age was 18.07 years, with a standard deviation of 0.95 years. 
Most students (98.4%) reported no disabilities, while 1.6% of participants reported 
dyslexia, hyperactivity deficit, or visual or motor impairment. The sample size is 
adequate to perform the proposed factor analysis (Lloret-Segura et al., 2014; Mac-
Callum et al., 1999).

According to the data we collected, 4.4% of the students’ fathers or guardians had 
completed elementary school, 30% had completed high school, 41.4% had completed 
university education, 21.9% had completed a postgraduate program, and 2.3% of the 
participants did not want to answer this question. However, 1.9% of the students’ 
mothers or guardians had completed elementary school, 22.7% had completed high 
school, 54.4% had completed university education, 19.6% had completed a post-
graduate program, and 1.4% of the participants did not want to answer this question.

To collect the sample, we recruited students in their first years at an Argentine 
university. The students’ participation in this research was voluntary and anonymous, 
and they did not receive any compensation for their participation in this study. The 
recruitment period started on March 3, 2023, and ended on April 3, 2023.

4.2  Instruments

Virtuous Intellectual Character Scale (VICS). The 23-item VICS developed in Study 
1 was used. VICS measures attentiveness (e.g., “I enjoy paying attention”), open-
mindedness (e.g., “I like to hear different perspectives”), curiosity (e.g., “The world 
is a fascinating place to discover”), carefulness (e.g., “I take the time I need to get the 
answer right”), and intellectual autonomy (e.g., “When someone gives me advice, I 
like to think it through for myself”). The participants were asked to score each state-
ment on a 5-point frequency rating scale ranging from 1 (never) to 5 (always).

The Intellectual Humility Scale developed by Leary and colleagues (2017) was 
used. This scale features six items, including “I question my own opinions, positions, 
and viewpoints because they could be wrong.” Participants scored each statement on 
a 5-point Likert scale ranging from 1 (not at all like me) to 5 (very much like me). 
High scores indicate high levels of intellectual humility. The Cronbach’s alpha coef-
ficient for intellectual humility was 0.87.

Engagement. The 17-item Utrecht Student Engagement Scale (UWES; Schaufeli, 
Martinez, et al., 2002) was used to measure academic engagement among students. 
The Utrecht Student Engagement Scale includes three subscales: vigor (6 items; e.g., 
“I can continue studying for a very long time,” α = 0.86); dedication (5 items; e.g., 
“My studies inspire me,” α = 0.92); and absorption (6 items; e.g., “Time flies when 
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I’m studying,” α = 0.84). The participants were asked to score each statement on a 
7-point frequency rating scale ranging from 0 (never) to 6 (always).

Flourishing. The 12-item Multidimensional Flourishing Scale developed by Mesu-
rado et al. (2021) was used to measure student flourishing. The Multidimensional 
Flourishing Scale includes three subscales: social well-being (4 items, e.g., “I feel 
close to other members of society,” α = 0.75); psychological well-being (4 items, e.g., 
“I am happy with my current lifestyle,” α = 0.81); and emotional well-being (4 items, 
e.g., “Angry vs. content,” α = 0.71). The participants were asked to score social and 
psychological well-being on a 5-point Likert scale ranging from 1 = strongly disagree 
to 5 = strongly agree. Moreover, the emotional well-being subscale was measured on 
a 5-point semantic differential scale ranging from 1 = negative emotions to 5 = posi-
tive emotions.

Deep Thinking1. The Spanish version of the thoroughness subscale of the Virtue-
Based Self-Assessments by Baehr (2015, 2021) was used. Previously, an exploratory 
factor analysis was performed using the sample of Study 1, revealing a unidimensional 
structure (KMO = 0.79, Bartlett’s test of sphericity = 783.72, explaining 54.48% of 
the variance). CFA was performed using the sample of Study 2, which confirmed the 
unidimensional structure (chi-square test = 8.16, df = 5, p =.15, CFI = 0.99, TLI = 0.99, 
RMSEA = 0.03, SRMR = 0.02). The scale is composed of 5 items: (i) “When I get 
interested in something,” (ii) “It is more important to understand what I am learning 
than to get a good grade,” (iii) “I like to get to the bottom of things that interest me,” 
(iv) “When I don’t understand something, I try to find out more,” and (v) “It bothers 
me when I don’t understand what the teacher is talking about”. The participants were 
asked to score each statement on a 5-point frequency rating scale ranging from 1 
(never) to 5 (always). The Cronbach’s alpha coefficient for Deep Thinking using the 
sample of Study 2 was 0.78.

Intellectual Courage (see Footnote 1). The Spanish version of the intellectual 
courage subscale of the Virtue-Based Self-Assessments by Baehr (2015, 2021) was 
used. Previously, an exploratory factor analysis was performed using the sample of 
Study 1, revealing a bidimensional structure (KMO = 0.75, Bartlett’s test of spheric-
ity = 566.33, explaining 53.60% of the variance). CFA was performed using the sam-
ple of Study 2, which confirmed the bidimensional structure (chi-square test = 38.22, 
df = 12, p =.001, CFI = 0.96, TLI = 0.93, RMSEA = 0.06, SRMR = 0.04). The scale is 
composed of 7 items that measure two aspects of intellectual courage: bravery and 
cowardice. The intellectual bravery subscale includes 4 items: (i) “I am willing to 
answer a question even if I think my answer might be wrong,” (ii) “I stand up for 
what I believe in,” (iii) “I speak up in class even when I am nervous about doing 
so,” and (iv) “I am willing to take risks to learn more”. The intellectual cowardice 
subscale includes 3 items: (i) “When my answer is different from everyone else’s, I 
avoid speaking up,” (ii) “Fear often prevents me from learning more,” and (iii) “If I 

1  Four of the nine intellectual virtues originally proposed by Jason Baehr in Deep in Thought were 
excluded in Study 1: intellectual humility, perseverance, intellectual courage, and thoroughness. There are 
instruments with good psychometric properties that measure intellectual humility (e.g., Leary, 2017) and 
perseverance (e.g., Duckworth et al., 2007). However, to our knowledge, no scales assess thoroughness 
and courage as intellectual virtues. For this reason, we have examined both scales’ psychometric properties 
independently to investigate whether they correlate with the virtues of the VICS.
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think my friends might laugh at me, I keep my opinion to myself”. The participants 
were asked to score each statement on a 5-point frequency rating scale ranging from 
1 (never) to 5 (always). For the convergent study, we used the bravery dimension, 
which had a Cronbach’s alpha coefficient of 0.59.

4.3  Statistical Procedures

A confirmatory factor analysis was conducted using the MPLUS program to confirm 
the structural factor of the VICS developed in Study 1. We compared different mod-
els or structural factors. Specifically, we compared a five-factor model (Model 1), a 
unidimensional model (Model 2), a second-order model (Model 3), and a bifactor 
model (Model 4).

The five-factor model (Model 1) identifies five interrelated intellectual virtues. In 
the unidimensional model (Model 2), all items are related to a general factor (a vir-
tuous intellectual character) without distinguishing between specific dimensions or 
factors. The second-order model (Model 3) identifies 5 intellectual virtues (first-order 
latent variables) related to a general factor, which is the virtuous intellectual charac-
ter (second-order variable). Bifactor models may be relevant when a general factor 
explains the commonality among items associated with a factor or dimension and in 
situations featuring several factors or dimensions, each of which captures the distinct 
impact of a specific dimension beyond that of the general factor (Chen & Zhang, 
2018). In other words, bifactorial models can also be relevant when researchers are 
interested in developing an instrument that allows them to capture or measure both a 
general factor and specific factors or dimensions.

The comparative fit index (CFI) and Tucker‒Lewis index (TLI) were used to mea-
sure the goodness of fit exhibited by the models, and the root mean square error of 
approximation (RMSEA) and standardized root mean square residual (SRMR) were 
used as error measures.

Cronbach’s alpha coefficient was calculated to assess the scale’s internal consis-
tency. Finally, the Pearson correlation was used to investigate the convergent validity 
between the VICS and the measures of intellectual humility, academic engagement, 
and flourishing among students obtained using other scales.

5  Results

We conducted a confirmatory factor analysis to determine the extent to which the five 
structure factors of the VICS represent an appropriate measure of virtuous character.

5.1  Confirmatory Factor Analysis and Model Comparison

The mean and variance-adjusted weighted least squares (WLSMV) estimator was 
used to estimate all models account for the ordinal nature of the VICS’s items as sug-
gested Brauer et al. (2023). Moreover, the modification index was used to improve 
the goodness of fit exhibited by the model. The modification index suggested a cor-
relation between the error variance associated with two pairs of items (O2/O6 with 
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O4/O1 and O5/O3 with O3/O4)2 with regard to all the models tested. Table 3 shows 
the chi-squared, degrees of freedom, Akaike information criterion (AIC) values, and 
Bayesian information criterion (BIC) values for the models.

An initial confirmatory factor analysis was performed to test the five-factor model 
(Model 1). The fit indices thus obtained were CFI = 0.93 and TLI = 0.92; the error 
measures were RMSEA 0.05 and SRMR = 0.05.

The second model tested was the unidimensional model (Model 2). That is, in this 
model, all the items were related to a unique factor. The fit indices thus obtained were 
CFI = 0.74 and TLI = 0.71; the error measures were RMSEA 0.09 and SRMR = 0.07.

The third model tested was a second-order model (Model 3). That is, a second-
order factor encompassing the five dimensions described in Model 1 was included in 
this model. The fit indices thus obtained were CFI = 0.93 and TLI = 0.92, and the error 
measures were RMSEA 0.05 and SRMR = 0.05.

Finally, the fourth model tested was the bifactor model (Model 4). That is, each 
group of items was related to its specific factor in this model, and all items were 
simultaneously linked to a bifactor. The fit indices thus obtained were CFI = 0.95 and 
TLI = 0.94; the error measures were RMSEA 0.04 and SRMR = 0.04. Table 4 shows 
a clear associations between items and their specific factor as well as their general 
factor.

Notably, the results thus obtained indicated that the unidimensional model exhib-
ited the worst fit, while the bifactor model exhibited the best fit. These results indicate 
the existence of a general factor (i.e., virtuous intellectual character) that explains 
the commonality among items related to a dimension or factor. Simultaneously, five 
factors or virtues are retained, each of which explains a specific aspect of a virtuous 
intellectual character over and above the general factor.

5.2  Internal Consistency

The Cronbach’s alpha coefficient for the total score was α = 0.82. The Cronbach’s 
alpha coefficients for each subscale were as follows: α = 0.75 for attentiveness, 
α = 0.81 for open-mindedness, α = 0.78 for curiosity, α = 0.74 for carefulness, and 
α = 0.57 for intellectual autonomy. The reliability indices associated with the total 
scale score and all subscales reached the recommended reliability threshold of 0.70, 
with the exception of the intellectual autonomy subscale, as observed in Study 1.

2  We end old codifications of the items, respectively. O = open-mindedness.mploy the new a

Table 3  Models’ comparison (study 2)
Models Chi df Chi/df AIC BIC CFI TLI RMSEA SRMR
Model 1
First order: 5 factors

549.78 253 2.17 39802.94 40171.58 0.93 0.92 0.05 0.05

Model 2
Unidimensional

1505.11 228 6.60 40738.27 41061.39 0.74 0.71 0.09 0.07

Model 3
Second order

587.54 223 2.63 39830.70 40176.58 0.93 0.92 0.05 0.05

Model 4
Bifactor

441.56 205 2.15 39720.72 40148.52 0.95 0.94 0.04 0.04
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5.3  Convergent Validity

Pearson correlations among the total score on the VICS and the scores on its sub-
scales with intellectual humility, deep thinking, bravery, academic engagement, and 
flourishing were calculated. The literature considers that a correlation value between 
0.10 and 0.30 represents a small effect, values between 0.30 and 0.50 represent a 
moderate effect, and values greater than 0.50 represent a large effect (Cohen, 2013). 
The results of Study 2 indicated that the VICS total score and its five factors are 
associated with intellectual humility, deep thinking, bravery, academic engagement 
(vigor, dedication, and absorption), and social and psychological well-being. How-

Table 4  The loadings of the bifactor models (study 2)
New codification/Old codification. Items 1 2 3 4 5 Bifactor
A1/A2. I notice small details in stories that might 
become important later on.

0.51* 0.56*

A2/A1. I enjoy paying attention. 0.22* 0.55*
A4/A3. I like to look closely at things. 0.33* 0.35*
A3/A4. I tend to notice details that other people 
miss.

0.34* 0.45*

A5/A6. I could spend a very long time looking at a 
detailed image.

0.35* 0.74*

O1/O5. I am open to considering new evidence. 0.74* 0.58*
O3/O4. I like to hear different perspectives. 0.45* 0.54*
O2/O6. I am a flexible thinker. 0.49* 0.31*
O4/O1. I am willing to change my beliefs. 0.33* 0.36*
O5/O3. I enjoy learning why other people believe 
what they believe.

0.26* 0.55*

Cu1/Cu3. I am interested in a lot of topics. 0.48* 0.54*
Cu2/Cu1. I am eager to explore new things. 0.47* 0.58*
Cu3/Cu5. I wonder about how things work. 0.34* 0.50*
Cu4/Cu2. My classes often leave me wondering 
about the topics we discussed

0.33* 0.42*

Cu5/Cu6. The world is a fascinating place to 
discover.

0.42* 0.47*

Ca1/Ca6. I take the time I need to get the answer 
right.

0.42* 0.52*

Ca2/Ca1. I always read the directions before starting 
an assignment.

0.50* 0.45*

Ca3/Ca2. I check my work for errors before turning 
it in.

0.60* 0.31*

Ca5/Ca5. I like to be accurate 0.26* 0.59*
Ca4/Ca7. I avoid jumping to conclusions. 0.33* 0.30*
IA1/IA5. Sometimes I disagree with what my par-
ents or teachers thinks

0.65* 0.25*

IA2/IA4. I think differently from my classmates. 0.50* 0.27*
IA3/IA6. When someone gives me advice, I like to 
think it through for myself

0.28* 0.43*

Note: *p≤.001
New codification/ Old codification: A = attentiveness, O = open-mindedness, Cu = curiosity, 
Ca = carefulness, and Au = intellectual autonomy
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ever, all intellectual virtues were only weakly associated with emotional well-being 
(see Table 5).

6  Discussion

The character education movement has expanded substantially in recent years as 
both a goal of education and a fertile field for academic study (Matthews & Lerner, 
2024). One pillar of character education is the development of intellectual character, 
which focuses on the cultivation of intellectual virtues. To evaluate the development 
of these character traits, several instruments have been developed to assess specific 
intellectual virtues, such as curiosity, open-mindedness, and grit (Bluemke et al., 
2023; Duckworth et al., 2007; Haran et al., 2013; Yow et al., 2022). However, to our 
knowledge, no instrument has been designed to assess a virtuous intellectual charac-
ter as a global construct, and this article aimed to fill this research gap.

Organizations interested in promoting the cultivation of intellectual virtues, such 
as K-12 schools and universities, must intentionally concentrate on a specific sub-
set of intellectual virtues to manage their efforts effectively. Educational institutions 
often need more clarification about which virtues they should prioritize. Moreover, 
evaluating intellectual character development can be very demanding for them. The 
present paper provides a solution for these challenges: first, it offers a focused and 
unified subset of intellectual virtues, and second, it proposes a single measure for 
assessing them.

Based on Jason Baehr’s (2021) theoretical proposal, Study 1 aimed to examine 
the construct validity of the Spanish version of the Virtue-Based Self-Assessments 
instrument. The original scale identified nine intellectual virtues as relevant charac-
ter traits of excellent thinkers: curiosity, intellectual autonomy, intellectual humility, 
attentiveness, intellectual carefulness, intellectual thoroughness, open-mindedness, 
courage, and intellectual tenacity. However, the exploratory factor analysis results 
identified only five dimensions as part of a single construct: attentiveness, open-
mindedness, curiosity, carefulness, and intellectual autonomy. This new instrument, 
which facilitates the comprehensive assessment of a set of intellectual virtues, was 
renamed the VICS. A second study, which included approximately 700 university 
students, confirmed the five-factor structure and the previously obtained results.

Furthermore, four confirmatory factor analyses were tested with regard to the new 
scale: a five-factor model, a one-dimensional model, a second-order model, and a 
bifactor model. The bifactor model exhibited the best fit, thus indicating that each 
group of items was related to a specific virtue (i.e., attentiveness, open-mindedness, 
curiosity, carefulness, or intellectual autonomy) while simultaneously being linked to 
a bifactor or global construct, i.e., “a virtuous intellectual character.” Consequently, 
our results confirm the existence of a global construct while preserving the specificity 
of each virtue.

Although a variety of psychometric instruments have been designed in recent 
years to assess certain epistemic virtues individually, in which context proposals to 
measure intellectual humility have been the most notable (Porter et al., 2021), little 
research has focused on the comprehensive study of a virtuous intellectual charac-
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ter or on how intellectual virtues are interrelated (Jayawickreme & Fleeson, 2022). 
Researchers have recently noted that a virtuous intellectual character may be able to 
have successful effects only when individuals possess not only one intellectual virtue 
but also an extensive set of such virtues to different degrees (Ratchford et al., 2024). 
For this reason, it is perhaps more appropriate to speak of a virtuous intellectual char-
acter, which several combinations of epistemic virtues may delineate, than to speak 
of the virtuous intellectual character as a univocal notion.

In addition to confirming the five factors that characterize the VICS’s structure 
and the results of Study 1, Study 2 also aims to study the VICS’s convergent valid-
ity regarding intellectual humility, deep thinking (thoroughness), bravery (courage), 
academic engagement, and flourishing.

The results of this study confirmed a strong correlation between intellectual humil-
ity and open-mindedness and moderate correlations with regard to attentiveness, 
carefulness, curiosity, and autonomy. These relationships highlight the fact that intel-
lectual virtues are interconnected and complementary and can mutually reinforce one 
another in the context of personal and cognitive development.

The results also corroborated a strong correlation between deep thinking and the 
VICS total score, with stronger correlations with the intellectual virtues of attentive-
ness, open-mindedness, and curiosity. This is not surprising since it is reasonable to 
infer that a greater capacity for focused attention, an open-minded approach to issues 
from different perspectives, and an inquisitive curiosity lead to deeper thinking.

A strong correlation was also found between bravery, which corresponds to the 
virtuous dimension of courage, and the VICS total score. In turn, a moderate cor-
relation was also observed between the bravery dimension and the five intellectual 
virtues that are dimensions of the VICS. It is reasonable to assume that individuals 
who have arrived at their beliefs through attentive and careful consideration, who 
are open to diverse and inquisitive perspectives, and who are accustomed to thinking 
independently are better equipped to sustain and defend their ideas even in the face 
of opposition.

Likewise, the results indicated that all the intellectual virtues included in the VICS 
are associated with the three components of academic engagement (vigor, dedication, 
and absorption). It is thus reasonable to conclude that the cultivation of intellec-
tual virtues contributes positively to the development of a more committed attitude 
toward one’s education, thereby facilitating more active, self-motivated studying, and 
encouraging individuals to involve themselves emotionally in their learning; these 
contributions, in turn, encourage persistence and dedication to the task of studying 
even in challenging situations.

However, intellectual virtues are not limited to the academic sphere; they are also 
crucial in everyday life beyond the classroom and university settings. In this sense, 
our results revealed that a virtuous intellectual character is associated with human 
flourishing. Specifically, we found that the conceptualization of a virtuous intellec-
tual character operationalized in the VICS is moderately associated with the social 
and psychological well-being dimensions of human flourishing and is also associated 
with the emotional well-being dimension to some degree. Because emotional well-
being is a state of mind that can fluctuate rapidly, it is less strongly linked to stable 
dispositions such as character traits. These results are consistent with the conclusions 
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of previous research that has indicated that virtues are associated with profound con-
ceptions of happiness that endure over time, such as social and psychological well-
being (Kim & Lim, 2016).

Moreover, the association we observed between the conceptualization of a virtu-
ous intellectual character operationalized in the VICS and the social (commitment) 
and psychological (purpose) dimensions of human flourishing emphasizes the moti-
vational component of intellectual virtues. In this sense, this study’s results also pro-
vide empirical evidence to support the distinction between intellectual virtues and 
skills, which has often been mentioned by virtue epistemologists (Baehr, 2011, pp. 
29–32).

In summary, the cultivation of epistemic virtues such as attentiveness, open-mind-
edness, curiosity, carefulness, and autonomy can help people reach their full intellec-
tual and cognitive potential. This intellectual character development also contributes 
to human flourishing by enabling people to know themselves better, develop their 
skills and talents, contribute to the creation of a better society (social well-being), and 
find meaning and purpose in their lives (psychological well-being).

Finally, both studies indicated that the internal consistency of the VICS is good. 
Indeed, both the overall score on the VICS and the scores pertaining to each intel-
lectual virtue (except for autonomy) exhibited a high level of reliability. However, the 
autonomy subscale has lower internal consistency, probably due to the small number 
of items that comprise this scale, which consequently reduces the alpha (see, for 
example, Ziegler et al., 2014).

In summary, this article provides strong evidence indicating that the VICS is a 
valid and reliable instrument for assessing intellectual character. The VICS can effec-
tively measure five critical intellectual virtues, and it thus represents a valuable tool 
for assessing important intellectual character traits among students.

6.1  Limitations of the Study and Prospects for Better Measurement of 
Intellectual Virtues

The VICS can effectively measure five essential intellectual virtues; however, further 
work is needed on the intellectual autonomy subscale of the VICS because it obtained 
low levels of reliability in both studies. The intellectual autonomy subscale is brief 
and includes very few items; thus, its operationalization could be improved by devel-
oping new items to better capture various aspects of autonomy.

Some intellectual virtues were not included in the VICS. In the future, alternative 
instruments that can complement VICS could include the measurement of other intel-
lectual virtues, such as intellectual honesty and fair-mindedness.

Another limitation of this study lies in the nonprobabilistic sample selection 
method. This methodology introduces a potential bias by nonrandomly selecting par-
ticipants, which may compromise the sample’s representativeness and, consequently, 
the generalizability of the findings to the broader population of Argentinean students. 
Indeed, by not using a probability method, there is a risk that specific segments of 
Argentinean students may be under- or overrepresented in the sample. Likewise, 
it would be interesting to apply the VICS to university students from other Latin 
American countries to analyze its validity and reliability in other Spanish-speaking 
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cultures and to analyze the cross-cultural invariance of the bifactor model. Moreover, 
an important limitation of our study is the age range of the participants. By including 
only individuals between 17 and 25 years old, we may not fully capture the vari-
ability in intellectual virtues that could be observed in a broader, more age-diverse 
population.

6.2  Conclusion and Directions for Future Research on Intellectual Virtues

The study presented in this paper serves as an initial step toward delineating a virtu-
ous intellectual character. On the one hand, this study validates an instrument that can 
be used to assess a group of five intellectual virtues comprehensively. On the other 
hand, the results we obtained enable us to propose the following general hypothesis 
that should be corroborated by future research: the nine intellectual virtues studied 
by Baehr (2021) should not be viewed as existing at the same level, i.e., some virtues 
are more fundamental than others or the cause of others. This general hypothesis, in 
turn, can be divided into several sub-hypotheses that can be analyzed by a variety of 
future studies.

The five intellectual virtues included in the VICS (curiosity, open-mindedness, 
attentiveness, carefulness, and autonomy) could be viewed as proper characteristics 
of the knowledge process; thus, they are grouped together within the same construct. 
Curiosity promotes the exploration and discovery of new ideas, open-mindedness 
takes into account different perspectives, attention focuses on the cognitive task at 
hand, thus eliminating distractions, and carefulness helps individuals critically exam-
ine information, thus contributing to the development of autonomous and self-deter-
mined thinking.

The EFA led to the exclusion of four intellectual virtues: humility, thoroughness, 
courage, and tenacity. This means that even though VICS is considerably more com-
prehensive than any individual virtue construct, it covers only part of the terrain 
of virtuous intellectual character. Much more research is still needed to empirically 
determine the relationship of VICS to intellectual virtues that fall outside the con-
struct. Future empirical causality analyses conducted in longitudinal studies could 
determine, for example, whether the intellectual virtues included in VICS necessarily 
imply the existence of other virtue(s) at a more fundamental level. Or if the virtues of 
VICS are a necessary cause of the existence of other virtues not included in it.

On the one hand, intellectual humility could be viewed as a precursor of and a 
more fundamental virtue than the other virtues included in the VICS. Since humble 
people recognize that they do not know everything, they are curious and willing to 
learn. Such people are open to changing their minds because they are aware of the 
value of others’ opinions. They try to be careful and attentive because they understand 
that they are not infallible. In addition, humble people own their weaknesses as well 
as their strengths, which can enable them to think autonomously and independently.

On the other hand, intellectual thoroughness and courage may be viewed as out-
puts of the virtues included in the VICS. Namely, attentiveness, open-mindedness, 
curiosity, carefulness, and intellectual autonomy are character traits that promote 
deep thought and fearless communication of one’s own ideas.

1 3



International Journal of Applied Positive Psychology

Finally, while knowledge entails sustained effort over time, undertaking chal-
lenges, and tolerance to frustration, tenacity emphasizes the volitional component 
more than do the other intellectual virtues. This virtue is thus essential with regard to 
developing all the other virtues.

Longitudinal studies should be conducted to test the causal sequence suggested 
by these hypotheses. That is, such studies should investigate (i) whether intellectual 
humility represents a precursor of our conceptualization of a virtuous intellectual 
character and/or (ii) whether courage and thoroughness3 can result from a virtuous 
intellectual character.

In summary, this initial conceptualization of a virtuous intellectual character can 
inspire a great deal of research. In addition to those already mentioned, some intel-
lectual virtues that were not considered in this study, such as intellectual honesty or 
fair-mindedness, could be featured as new dimensions in a more comprehensive scale 
that aims to measure a virtuous intellectual character. An exciting possibility in this 
regard would be to explore the construction of an instrument to measure intellectual 
autonomy more effectively, as autonomy is a crucial virtue in students’ intellectual 
development. Finally, an even more ambitious challenge would be to identify the 
necessary conditions for claiming that an individual’s possession of a group of intel-
lectual virtues is sufficient to affirm that she exhibits a virtuous intellectual character. 
Research is already underway in this direction (Ratchford et al., 2024).

In any case, the VICS is a reliable instrument that can be immediately useful for 
evaluating the effectiveness of numerous initiatives that are beginning to be devel-
oped to teach for intellectual virtues in higher education. By using the VICS, educa-
tors can identify the strengths and weaknesses of their students’ intellectual virtues 
and develop appropriate teaching strategies to help them improve. Additionally, the 
VICS can be used to assess the impact of various interventions and programs aimed at 
promoting intellectual virtues, thus providing a valuable tool for educational research 
and evaluation.

Appendix 1

Virtuous Intellectual Character Scale (VICS)

English version Spanish version
Instructions:
Below are a series of statements related to 
your attitudes toward your university studies. 
Indicate the degree of frequency with which 
you experience these attitudes. (1) never, (2) 
few times, (3) quite often, (4) many times, (5) 
always

Instrucciones:
A continuación se presentan una serie de afirmacio-
nes vinculadas a tus actitudes frente a tus estudios 
universitarios. Indica el grado de frecuencia con la 
que experimentas estas actitudes. (1) Nunca, (2) Pocas 
veces, (3) Bastante, (4) Muchas veces, (5) Siempre

Attentiveness Atención

3  In the Virtue-Based Self-Assessments instrument, thoroughness is operationalized by items such as “I like 
to get to the bottom of things that interest me”.
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English version Spanish version
A1. I notice small details in stories that might 
become important later on.

A1. En las historias presto atención a los pequeños 
detalles porque luego pueden volver importantes.

A2. I enjoy paying attention. A2. Disfruto prestando atención.
A3. I tend to notice details that other people 
miss.

A3. Tiendo a notar cosas que otros pasan por alto.

A4. I like to look closely at things. A4. Me gusta mirar las cosas de cerca.
A5. I could spend a very long time looking at a 
detailed image.

A5. Podría pasar mucho tiempo mirando una imagen 
en detalle.

Open-mindedness Apertura mental
O1. I am open to considering new evidence. O1. Estoy abierto a considerar nuevas evidencias.
O2. I am a flexible thinker. O2. Puedo cambiar mi manera de pensar (soy 

flexible).
O3. I like to hear different perspectives. O3. Me gusta escuchar diferentes perspectivas/puntos 

de vista.
O4. I am willing to change my beliefs. O4. Estoy dispuesto a cambiar mis ideas/lo que pienso
O5. I enjoy learning why other people believe 
what they believe.

O5. Me gusta saber porqué otras personas piensan 
como piensan

Curiosity Curiosidad
Cu1. I am interested in a lot of topics. Cu1. Estoy interesado en muchos temas.
Cu2. I am eager to explore new things. Cu2. Estoy entusiasmado por conocer cosas nuevas.
Cu3. I wonder about how things work. Cu3. Suelo preguntarme cómo funcionan las cosas.
Cu4. My classes often leave me wondering 
about the topics we discussed

Cu4. Los temas que vemos en clase siempre me dejan 
pensando.

Cu5. The world is a fascinating place to 
discover.

Cu5. El mundo es un lugar fascinante para explorar.

Carefulness Rigurosidad
Ca1. I take the time I need to get the answer 
right.

Ca1. Me tomo el tiempo que necesito para dar la 
respuesta correcta.

Ca2. I always read the directions before start-
ing an assignment.

Ca2. Siempre leo con cuidado las consignas antes de 
comenzar una tarea.

Ca3. I check my work for errors before turning 
it in.

Ca3. Reviso mis respuestas antes de entregarlas.

Ca4. I avoid jumping to conclusions. Ca4. Evito sacar conclusiones precipitadas 
(apresuradas).

Ca5. I like to be accurate Ca5. Me gusta ser preciso.
Intellectual autonomy Autonomía intelectual
IA1. Sometimes, I disagree with what my 
parents or teachers thinks

IA1. A veces estoy en desacuerdo con lo que piensan 
mis padres y superiores.

IA2. I think differently from my classmates. IA2. Pienso diferente que mis compañeros de clase.
IA3. When someone gives me advice, I like to 
think it through for myself.

IA3. Cuando alguien me da un consejo, me gusta 
pensarlo por mi mismo.
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