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Developing discrepancy between one’s values and behaviors is theoretically important in motivating
change; however, existing studies lack a validated measure of value-behavior discrepancy for alcohol
misuse. The current studies aimed to modify Wilson & DuFrene (2008) Valued Living Questionnaire
(VLQ) to assess consistency of alcohol use with important values. In Study 1, the initial factor structure
and test–retest reliability of the VLQ for Alcohol Use (VLQ-A) was tested in a sample of college students
who regularly drink alcohol (N � 150). Results guided modifications to the measure. In Study 2, the
revised measure’s factor structure and predictive validity were tested with a second sample of college
students who drink alcohol (N � 222). In both studies, exploratory factor analysis supported a
unidimensional factor structure. Perceived discrepancy between alcohol use and important values
predicted greater readiness to change, while perceived consistency between alcohol use and important
values predicted more frequent heavy episodic drinking. Certain values were more useful in predicting
outcomes than others. Alcohol use (heavy vs. moderate drinking) did not moderate outcomes. The
VLQ-A is a brief and reliable self-report measure of perceived discrepancy between drinking behaviors
and important values that may increase readiness to change. Future research examining the generaliz-
ability of findings to various samples and the efficacy of the VLQ-A as a supplement to brief
interventions is warranted.
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Alcohol is one of the most commonly abused drugs among
college student populations and accounts for nearly half of sub-
stance abuse treatment admissions on college campuses (Sub-
stance Abuse and Mental Health Services Administration, 2012).
Heavy episodic drinking, in particular, has been associated with a
range of alcohol-related problems, from academic delay to unin-
tentional injury and death (Hingson, Zha, & Weitzman, 2009;
Kahler, Strong, & Read, 2005). Though individual-focused inter-
ventions have been effective in reducing alcohol use and related
problems among college students (Cronce & Larimer, 2011), most

current prevention and intervention efforts do not target discrep-
ancies between college students’ current drinking behaviors and
their values.

Experiencing discrepancy between current behaviors and de-
sired outcomes has been posited as integral to behavior change in
a number of theoretical frameworks, including cognitive disso-
nance theory (Festinger, 1957), self-regulation theory (Miller &
Brown, 1991), and motivational interviewing (Miller & Rollnick,
2013). This discrepancy is most frequently highlighted in college
drinking interventions via interpersonal comparisons (self-other
discrepancy), specifically contrasting the student’s personal level
of drinking and related consequences to those of typical college
students on campus (see Miller et al., 2013, for a review). How-
ever, several behavioral therapies, including acceptance and com-
mitment therapy (Hayes, Strosahl, & Wilson, 1999) and behavioral
activation (Lejuez, Hopko, Acierno, Daughters, & Pagoto, 2011),
as well as motivational interviewing (Miller, C’de Baca, Mat-
thews, & Wilbourne, 2001) use intrapersonal discrepancy (value-
behavior or self-ideal discrepancy) to elicit behavior change, spe-
cifically by comparing current behaviors with life values and
goals. In the ACT model from which the current measure was
derived, values are defined as “verbally constructed, dynamic,
ongoing patterns of activity, for which the predominant reinforcer
is intrinsic to the fit between the individual’s behavior and the
valued behavioral pattern” (Wilson, Sandoz, Kitchens, & Roberts,
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2010, p. 261). Within this framework, values are seen as directing
patient goals (Wilson et al., 2010). Several values and goals (e.g.,
academic goals, achievement, morals) seem to serve as protective
factors against college alcohol misuse (Lewis, Phillippi, & Neigh-
bors, 2007; Palfai, Ralston, & Wright, 2011; Simons, Christopher,
& Mclaury, 2004), and developing discrepancy is central to the
theories underlying the most effective brief interventions for col-
lege students (Miller & Rollnick, 2013). Yet personal values and
goals are not commonly integrated into studies of college student
drinking.

Within the college drinking literature, value-behavior discrepancy
has been examined via personal strivings (Murphy, Dennhardt, Skid-
more, Martens, & McDevitt-Murphy, 2010; Neal & Carey, 2004;
Simons et al., 2004; Simons, Christopher, Oliver, & Stanage, 2006)
and life goal pursuits (Palfai et al., 2011). The few studies of brief
motivational interventions that have measured value-behavior dis-
crepancy have found that interventions are effective in creating
changes in perceptions of these discrepancies among heavy-drinking
college students (McNally, Palfai, & Kahler, 2005; Murphy et al.,
2010). One particularly promising intervention, which focused
specifically on the relationship between substance use and aca-
demic/career goals, was also associated with significantly greater
reductions in alcohol-related consequences compared to a brief
motivational intervention that did not include feedback on aca-
demic/career goals (Murphy et al., 2012). However, changes in
value-behavior discrepancy do not seem to predict intervention
effects on drinking or intentions to reduce alcohol misuse (Mc-
Nally & Palfai, 2003; McNally et al., 2005; Murphy et al., 2010).
This finding may be due in part to the use of different measures
across studies and the failure of items in some measures to con-
verge in a way that is interpretable (Collins, Carey, & Sliwinski,
2002; Neal & Carey, 2004). The lack of significant mediation
effect may also be due in part to assessment reactivity among
control groups. Specifically, research has found that individuals
tend to reduce alcohol consumption following baseline assess-
ments, even when no additional intervention is implemented (Clif-
ford & Davis, 2012; Schrimsher & Filtz, 2011; Sobell & Sobell,
1981; Walters, Vader, Harris, & Jouriles, 2009). Consequently,
some benefits of interventions may be washed out when compared
to an assessment only control group, whose participants may also
change their behaviors based on reflection of discrepancies be-
tween values and current drinking behaviors. Given the signifi-
cance of these limitations, additional research regarding the im-
portance and measurement of college student values in relation to
drinking is warranted.

The Valued Living Questionnaire (VLQ; Wilson & DuFrene,
2008) is a promising measure of past-week behavioral consistency
with important values that, to our knowledge, has not been exam-
ined in the context of alcohol misuse. Wilson & DuFrene (2008)
designed the questionnaire as a brief behavioral measure of indi-
viduals’ engagement in intrinsically meaningful activities that
would be sensitive to changes over time. They examined the initial
psychometric properties of the measure in two samples of under-
graduate students (Wilson et al., 2010); however, published studies
to date have not tested its utility in accounting for specific and
potentially problematic behaviors, such as alcohol use (i.e., how
does one’s alcohol use align with each value). An alcohol-specific
version of the VLQ may be useful in developing targeted value-
behavior discrepancy among college students who drink alcohol.

The current studies aimed to develop and validate a measure of
college students’ behavioral consistency with important values that
specifically targets their alcohol use. Study 1 evaluated the initial
psychometric properties of a modified version of a VLQ (Wilson
& DuFrene, 2008) designed specifically for alcohol misuse (the
VLQ-A) and explored additional values that may be meaningful to
college students who drink. Study 2 tested the psychometric and
predictive properties of the VLQ-A among regularly drinking
college students and explored differences in perceptions of
heavier- and lighter-drinking participants. It also aimed to deter-
mine the utility of the VLQ-A in predicting alcohol use, related
problems, and readiness to change and to assess participants’
reactivity to the measure.

Study 1

The goal of Study 1 was to broaden the values measured in the
original VLQ to include those that may be discrepant with college
student alcohol use. In doing so, we examined the content validity,
factor structure, and test–retest reliability of the VLQ-A in a
sample of college students who regularly drink alcohol. It was
hypothesized that participants would rate values as at least mod-
erately important and would generate a number of additional
values not already included in the measure. Consistent with the
original study (Wilson et al., 2010), the value-drinking discrepancy
scores (products of importance and alcohol use consistency rat-
ings) were expected to be unidimensional. Subscale scores (sepa-
rate importance and alcohol use consistency ratings) were ex-
pected to demonstrate strong test–retest reliability, as values are
characterized as relatively enduring beliefs (Schwartz & Huis-
mans, 1995) and participants did not receive an intervention de-
signed to alter their perceptions or behaviors.

Method

Procedure. Participants at a large public university were re-
cruited from an online research pool of introductory psychology
and speech students. All students reporting alcohol consumption in
a typical week were eligible to participate. After providing in-
formed consent, participants completed a battery of self-report
measures online from remote locations. One week later, partici-
pants were emailed a link to complete the VLQ-A again online
(Time 2). Participants received research participation credit in their
respective courses for completion of each assessment. All proce-
dures were approved by the university’s Institutional Review
Board.

Measures
Alcohol use variables. The Daily Drinking Questionnaire

(Collins, Parks, & Marlatt, 1985), which has been used to charac-
terize college students’ alcohol use in a number of previous studies
(Larimer et al., 2007; Marlatt et al., 1998), was used to assess
participants’ typical weekly drinking quantity and frequency.
Alcohol-related problems were assessed using the Brief Young
Adult Alcohol Consequences Questionnaire (Kahler et al., 2005),
a 24-item (yes/no) measure of one’s experiences of alcohol-related
consequences in the past year that has demonstrated strong internal
consistency and test–retest reliability among college student sam-
ples (Kahler, Hustad, Barnett, Strong, & Borsari, 2008; � � .92 in
current sample).

T
hi

s
do

cu
m

en
t

is
co

py
ri

gh
te

d
by

th
e

A
m

er
ic

an
Ps

yc
ho

lo
gi

ca
l

A
ss

oc
ia

tio
n

or
on

e
of

its
al

lie
d

pu
bl

is
he

rs
.

T
hi

s
ar

tic
le

is
in

te
nd

ed
so

le
ly

fo
r

th
e

pe
rs

on
al

us
e

of
th

e
in

di
vi

du
al

us
er

an
d

is
no

t
to

be
di

ss
em

in
at

ed
br

oa
dl

y.

1052 MILLER ET AL.



VLQ-A. The 10 items of the original VLQ (Wilson & Du-
Frene, 2008) were retained in the current measure. The scale
was modified in the current study to (a) incorporate values that
relate specifically to college students’ alcohol use and (b) assess
the consistency of alcohol use with each value. Additional
values that might be related to college student drinking were
derived from clinical experiences with college students engag-
ing in therapy for substance abuse issues. Specifically, author
MBM utilized the original VLQ in individual and group ther-
apy,1 and the items added to the VLQ (see Table 1) were those
identified as important by college students following discussion
of the original VLQ.

Participants rated the perceived importance of 20 life do-
mains on a scale from 1 (not at all important) to 10 (extremely
important) (Importance). They then indicated to what extent
their actions in the past week had been consistent with those
values on a scale from 1 (not at all consistent) to 10 (completely
consistent) (Behavioral Consistency). In the current measure,
the set of values was presented a third time, and participants
were asked to indicate “how well your use of alcohol fit with
each value” (Alcohol Consistency) on a scale from �3 (does
not fit at all) to � 3 (fits extremely well). The scoring was
modified so that the meaning of the value-drinking discrepancy
score (described below) would be readily apparent based on the
direction (positive or negative) of the raw score. Participants
were then given the opportunity to identify additional values
not already listed on the questionnaire.

Consistent with Wilson and colleagues (2010), value-drinking
discrepancy scores were created for each value by multiplying
Importance by Alcohol Consistency scores. Scores ranged
from �30 to �30 for individual value items, with higher scores
indicating consistency between alcohol use and important values
and lower scores indicating discrepancy between alcohol use and
important values. These values were used in exploratory factor
analysis.

Data Analysis Plan. Primary analyses were conducted in
IBM SPSS Statistics 22. Data analysis proceeded in four steps.
First, data were screened for missing values and outliers. Missing
data (�5% missing data on any individual measure) was handled
using regression imputation, which was conducted using AMOS
20.0; and outliers were replaced with the value that was 3 standard
deviations plus one integer above the mean (Tabachnick & Fidell,
2007). Second, descriptive statistics and qualitative data were
examined to determine the content validity of items in the VLQ-A.
Third, exploratory principal axis factor analysis with Direct
Oblimin rotation was used to determine the common variance of
the 20 value-drinking discrepancy items of the VLQ-A. Common
factor, rather than principal component, analysis was used to
identify latent constructs (Warner, 2008); and oblique rotation was
used because any underlying factors were expected to be corre-
lated. Parallel analysis (Horn, 1965), conducted using SPSS mac-
ros, was also used to explore the factor structure of the VLQ-A. In
this procedure, the eigenvalues in the original dataset are compared
to those extracted from 100 randomly generated datasets. Compo-
nents in the original data that exceed the eigenvalues from the
random datasets are considered for retention. Finally, test–retest
reliability was determined by correlating baseline scores with
scores reported one week later.

Results

Participants. A sample of 150 undergraduate students (68.0%
female; 84.7% Caucasian; Mage � 19.5 years, SD � 1.76 years)
participated in the study. Collectively, they reported consuming an
average of 8.79 (SD � 8.46; median � 6.00) drinks in a typical
week, engaging in heavy episodic drinking one to two times per
month, and experiencing 5.64 (SD � 5.49; median � 4.00)
alcohol-related problems in the past year. A total of 146 (67.8%
female; 84.9% Caucasian; Mage � 19.5 years, SD � 1.77 years)
and 106 (71.7% female; 84.9% Caucasian; Mage � 19.5 years,
SD � 1.66 years) participants provided adequate data (�5%
missing) for the Importance and Alcohol Consistency subscales of
the VLQ-A, respectively, at Time 2.

Content validity. On average, participants rated all values as
at least moderately important. Family (M � 9.47, SD � 1.03) and
future work/career (M � 9.45, SD � 0.97) were identified as the
most important values, and social image (M � 6.67, SD � 2.12)
was identified as least important. Participants identified 34 addi-
tional areas of life importance (e.g., music, God, my sorority,
emotional health), the majority of which could be categorized
under one of the existing values.

Factor analysis. Consistent with Wilson and colleagues
(2010), the unidimensional nature of the 20 value-drinking dis-
crepancy scores (products of Importance and Alcohol Consistency
scores) was tested using principal axis factor analysis. Both the
Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin statistic (KMO � .95) and Bartlett’s test of
sphericity, �2(190) � 2,816.49, p � .001, indicated sampling
adequacy and reliability of relationships between variables. One
factor accounted for 60% of the variance, with one subsequent
factor accounting for 7% of total variance. Although parallel
analysis (Horn, 1965) indicated that two factors demonstrated
eigenvalues larger than those that might occur by chance, the
majority of items loaded strongly on both factors (crossloadings
from .39 to .73). Given research suggesting that parallel analysis
may overestimate the number of factors to extract (e.g., Zwick &
Velicer, 1986), the high cross-loadings, and the theoretical under-
pinnings of the measure, extraction was subsequently confined
to one Valued Drinking factor. Scores on this Valued Drinking
factor demonstrated strong internal reliability (� � .97). Coef-
ficients, communalities, and sums of squared loadings are de-
picted in Table 1.

Test–retest reliability. Participants’ total Importance scores
at Time 1 (M � 166.52, SD � 19.05) were significantly
correlated with their total Importance scores one week later
(M � 164.74, SD � 20.58), r(146) � .74, p � .001. Total
Alcohol Consistency scores at Time 1 (M � �3.46, SD �
31.67) were also significantly correlated with Alcohol Consis-

1 Mary Beth Miller used the original VLQ in individual and group
therapy as a third-year graduate student during her clinical practicum
placement at the Alcohol and Substance Abuse Center on campus. The
measure was used approximately once every 6 weeks in group therapy and
once every 6–12 weeks in the context of individual therapy. Because the
VLQ was being used in this capacity as a clinical (rather than a research)
tool, the administration of the measure and number of clients who contrib-
uted to the modification of the original measure were not standardized or
assessed. For this reason, participants in Study 1 were asked to list
additional values not listed on the questionnaire, and their responses to
these items informed additional modifications to the measure in Study 2.
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tency scores at Time 2 (M � �1.31, SD � 37.94), r(106) � .66,
p � .001. Importance and Alcohol Consistency scores were not
significantly correlated at Time 1, r(106) � .14, p � .16, or
Time 2, r(106) � .06, p � .53.

Study 2

Study 2 aimed (a) to reevaluate the psychometric properties of
the VLQ-A after incorporating participant feedback on the mea-
sure and (b) to examine the predictive properties of the VLQ-A
among college students who drink. First, it was hypothesized that
a unidimensional structure would best fit the data and that this
factor would demonstrate high internal consistency. Second, be-
cause heavy-drinking college students failed to report perceived
discrepancy between their alcohol use and value-driven goals in a
previous study of personal strivings (Neal & Carey, 2004), it was
expected that heavier- and lighter-drinking college students would
report similar ratings of value importance and alcohol consistency.
However, it was also hypothesized that individuals who did per-
ceive value-drinking discrepancy (regardless of drinking severity)
would report more alcohol-related consequences and greater read-

iness to change. Because previous studies of value-behavior dis-
crepancy have included primarily heavy-drinking college students
(McNally et al., 2005; Murphy et al., 2010), drinking quantity was
tested as a moderator of the relationships between value-drinking
discrepancy and alcohol-related consequences/readiness to change.
Similarly, because certain values may be more important than
others in the prediction of college student alcohol use, the impor-
tance of each individual value-drinking discrepancy score in pre-
dicting alcohol use outcomes was explored. Finally, based on
findings that drinking-related assessments lead to changes in col-
lege students’ alcohol use (Walters et al., 2009), participants were
expected to report higher readiness to change immediately follow-
ing completion of the VLQ-A.

Method

Procedure. College students reporting alcohol use in a typical
week were recruited from a research participant pool at a large
public university. After providing informed consent, participants
completed a battery of self-report measures online from remote

Table 1
Pattern and Structure Coefficients, Communalities, Reliabilities, and Sums of Squared Loadings
for the Valued Living Questionnaire for Alcohol Use Among Study 1 (N � 150) and Study 2
(N � 222) Participants

Item

Valued drinking

Study 1 Study 2

Coefficient h2 Coefficient h2

1. Family (other than marriage or parenting) .63 .40 .60 .36
2. Marriage/couples/intimate relations (S1) .70 .49 .61 .38
Romantic/sexual relationships (S2)

3. Parenting (S1) .67 .45 .71 .50
Caring for others (including children, pets) (S2)

4. Friends/social relationships .56 .31 .50 .25
5. Current employment .76 .58 .79 .63
6. Future work/career .83 .68 .80 .64
7. Education/training .87 .76 .80 .64
8. Recreation/fun (including sports, travel, hobbies) .64 .41 .68 .46
9. Creativity (including writing, music, art) .77 .60 .73 .54

10. Spirituality/religion .76 .58 .61 .37
11. Leadership/community life (including volunteering and campus or

fraternity involvement) .87 .76 .79 .62
12. Self-identity/independence N/A N/A .77 .59
13. Social image .66 .43 .65 .42
14. Being a role model (S1) .86 .75 .87 .75

Living by my virtues (e.g., being a role model, loyalty, honesty, self-
discipline) (S2)

15. Physical health (including wellness and hygiene) .82 .68 .81 .65
16. Mental health (including peace of mind, relaxation, quiet/alone time) .83 .69 .85 .72
17. Nutrition .83 .69 .76 .58
18. Exercise/fitness .82 .66 .79 .63
19. Sleep .75 .56 .72 .52
20. Financial security (e.g., money, income, ownership) .81 .65 .83 .69
21. Traditions .86 .73 .80 .65
Cronbach’s � .97 .96
SSL 11.84 11.56
% of variance 59.20 55.05

Note. Italicized items were modified from the original Valued Living Questionnaire (Wilson & DuFrene,
2008). h2 � communalities or inter-item correlations; N/A � item not included in Study 1; S1 � as depicted in
Study 1; S2 � as depicted in Study 2; SSL � sums of squared loadings.
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locations in exchange for course credit. All procedures were ap-
proved by the university’s Institutional Review Board.

Measures
Alcohol use variables. Alcohol use measures were identical to

those included in Study 1 with one exception: alcohol-related
consequence items assessed problems experienced in the past
month, rather than the past year. Both assessment periods have
been used in previous research and have demonstrated strong
reliability among college student samples (Kahler et al., 2005,
2008). Participants reporting two or more heavy drinking episodes
(four or five or more drinks in one setting for women/men) in the
past month were classified as heavier-, as opposed to lighter-,
drinking college students (Wechsler et al., 2002).

VLQ-A. The VLQ-A was revised based on Study 1 partici-
pants’ responses to an open comments prompt asking them to
identify additional values not already listed on the questionnaire
(see Table 1). The only entirely new domain added to the measure
was a ‘self-identity/independence’ item, resulting in a total of 21
VLQ-A items. However, the “marriage/couples/intimate relations”
item was redefined as “romantic/sexual relationships,” the “par-
enting” item was revised as “caring for others,” and “spirituality”
was modified to include religion. “Being a role model” was also
changed to “living by my virtues.” Also, because several partici-
pants failed to recognize aspects of the portrayed values (e.g., God)
as being related to the values listed (in this case, religion) when
identifying additional values, examples of each value were in-
cluded for several items (see Table 1).

The scoring of the Alcohol Consistency subscale was also
modified in Study 2 to permit direct comparisons with other
subscales. Specifically, participants rated how well their alcohol use
fit with each value on a scale from �5 (does not fit at all) to � 5 (fits
extremely well), with no zero option. As in Study 1, a value-
drinking discrepancy score (range �50 to �50) was then calcu-
lated for each value by multiplying the individual Importance
(1–10) and Alcohol Consistency (�/�5) scores for each item.
Finally, to create a global score of value-drinking discrepancy that
could be used in regression models, a Valued Drinking Composite
score was calculated by summing products of all value-drinking
discrepancy scores. Because a total of 21 values were included in
the final measure, the Valued Drinking Composite (�/�50 � 21)
ranged from �1,050 (alcohol use is completely inconsistent with
all values, all of which are extremely important) to �1,050 (alco-
hol use is completely consistent with all values, all of which are
extremely important).

Readiness to change. The Contemplation Ladder (Clair et al.,
2011) was used as a single-item measure of readiness to change
current alcohol use behaviors. Responses ranged from 1 (I enjoy
drinking alcohol and have decided I’ll never change it. I have no
interest in changing the way I drink) to 10 (I have reduced my
drinking and will never go back to the way I drank before), with
higher scores indicating greater readiness to change. Previous
versions of this measure have demonstrated sensitivity to motiva-
tion change in other studies of college student drinking (Barnett,
Murphy, Colby, & Monti, 2007; Murphy et al., 2010). Participants
completed this measure twice, immediately before (pre-VLQ-A)
and after (post-VLQ-A) completion of the VLQ-A.

Data Analysis Plan. A total of 236 participants participated in
the study. Participants who denied drinking in a typical week (n �
14) were excluded from analyses; therefore, data from 222 partic-

ipants were retained in final analyses. Data were screened for
missing values, outliers, and normality. All participants provided
complete data for the VLQ-A. No imputation procedures were
used on missing values for alcohol use outcomes; therefore, Ns
vary (218–222) across analyses involving drinking outcomes.

Data analysis proceeded in five main steps. First, exploratory
factor analysis was used as described in Study 1 to replicate the
structure of the modified VLQ-A. Second, one-sample t-tests were
used to determine if participants’ perceptions of alcohol’s consis-
tency with each value were statistically different from zero (neu-
tral), and independent samples t-tests were used to determine
differences between heavier- and lighter-drinking participants’
perceptions of value-drinking discrepancy. Bonferroni’s adjust-
ment (p � .05/21 � .002) was used to control for inflation in Type
I error. Third, Poisson count regression models, which are appro-
priate for count data that demonstrate non-normal distributions and
a dispersion parameter of one (Atkins, Baldwin, Zheng, Gallop, &
Neighbors, 2013), were used to estimate the relationships between
the Valued Drinking Composite and alcohol consumption, related
problems, and readiness to change (pre-VLQ-A). Gender (0 �
women, 1 � men) and ethnicity (0 � White, 1 � non-White) were
included in analyses as control variables. Incidence-rate ratios
(RR), which indicate relative risk of the outcome between groups
(1 � no difference), were used to characterize the strength of
effects. Fourth, to examine alcohol use as a moderator of the
proposed relationships between Valued Drinking (composite
scores) and both alcohol-related consequences and readiness to
change, a Heavy Drinking Status (1 � 0–1 episodes per month;
2 � 2� episodes per month) by Valued Drinking Composite
variable was created and included in regression models. Indepen-
dent and moderator variables were mean centered prior to analysis.
Finally, descriptive statistics and paired samples t tests were used
to examine changes in readiness to change following completion
of the VLQ-A.

Results

Participants. The final sample consisted of 222 undergradu-
ate students (55.4% female; 80.2% Caucasian; Mage � 19.9 years,
SD � 1.98 years) who reported alcohol consumption in a typical
week. Heavier-drinking participants (n � 111) reported consuming
21.83 (SD � 15.83; median � 18.00) drinks per week, engaging in
heavy episodic drinking 3.40 (SD � 1.27; median � 3.00) times
per month, and experiencing 6.94 (SD � 5.64; median � 6.00)
alcohol-related problems in the past month. Lighter-drinking par-
ticipants reported 8.37 (SD � 11.18; median � 6.00) drinks per
week, 0.80 (SD � 0.40; median � 1.00) heavy drinking episodes
per month, and 3.04 (SD � 4.14; median � 1.00) consequences in
the past month.

Factor analysis. Exploratory principal axis factor analysis
was used to determine the common variance of the 21 Valued
Drinking items in the VLQ-A. Both the KMO statistic (.96) and
Bartlett’s test of sphericity, �2(210) � 3,889.42, p � .001, indi-
cated sampling adequacy and reliability of relationships between
variables. Results of parallel analysis suggested as many as three
factors could be extracted, with the first factor accounting for 55%
of variance and no subsequent factor accounting for more than 6%
of total variance. Again, however, items loaded strongly on the
first factor (crossloadings .25 to .58); therefore, a one-factor solu-
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tion was interpreted. The items of the Valued Drinking factor
demonstrated strong internal consistency (� � .96). See Table 1
for coefficients and communalities and Table 2 for correlations
between factor scores and outcome variables.

Value-drinking discrepancy. Alcohol Consistency scores for
12 of the 21 values were significantly different from zero after
controlling for inflation in Type I error (see Table 3 for complete
statistical information). Participants rated nutrition, spirituality,
exercise/fitness, and physical health as inconsistent with their
alcohol use. Conversely, they reported viewing self-identity/inde-
pendence, friends/social relationships, recreation/fun, romantic/
sexual relationships, social image, creativity, caring for others, and
family as consistent with their drinking. No other discrepancies
were statistically significant.

Heavier- and lighter-drinking college students reported no sta-
tistically significant differences in value importance after control-
ling for inflation in Type I error. However, heavier-drinking par-
ticipants (M � 3.60, SD � 1.93) reported perceiving friends/social
life as significantly more consistent with alcohol use than did
lighter-drinking participants (M � 2.77, SD � 1.97), t(216) �
3.18, p � .002, 95% confidence interval (CI) [0.32, 1.36]. No other
differences between heavier- and lighter-drinking participants’
perceptions of value-behavior discrepancy were statistically sig-
nificant.

Predictive validity. Separate Poisson regression models were
run for each dependent variable. In terms of typical weekly drink-
ing quantity, non-White participants (B � �0.44, SE � .14; 95%
CI [�.71, �.18]; RR � 0.64) reported less alcohol consumption
than White participants; however, no significant effects were ob-
served for gender (B � 0.25, SE � .13; 95% CI [�.01, .51]; RR �
1.29) or the Valued Drinking Composite (B � 0.01, SE � .004;
95% CI [�.002, .01]; RR � 1.01). For frequency of heavy epi-
sodic drinking, male gender (B � 0.27, SE � .10; 95% CI [.07,
.46]; RR � 1.31) and greater perceived consistency between
alcohol use and important values (B � 0.01, SE � .002; 95% CI
[.001, .011]; RR � 1.01) predicted greater frequency of heavy
episodic drinking, while ethnicity was not significantly related to
outcomes (B � �.22, SE � .13; 95% CI [�.47, .05]; RR � 0.81).
Alcohol-related consequences were not significantly related to
gender (B � �0.06, SE � .14; 95% CI [�.35, .22]; RR � 0.94),
ethnicity (B � �0.31, SE � .20; 95% CI [�.71, .09]; RR � 0.73),

or the Valued Drinking composite (B � �.003, SE � .004; 95%
CI [�.01, .004]; RR � 1.00). Conversely, greater discrepancy
between alcohol use and important values (B � �0.01, SE � .002;
95% CI [�.01, �.004]; RR � 0.99), but not gender (B � �0.13,
SE � .08; 95% CI [�.29, .03]; RR � 0.88) or ethnicity
(B � �0.01, SE � .09; 95% CI [�.18, .17]; RR � 0.95), predicted
higher readiness to change.

Because certain values may be more important than others in
predicting alcohol use outcomes, Poisson regression analyses
(again, controlling for gender and ethnicity) were also used to
determine the relationship between each individual value-drinking
discrepancy domain and alcohol use outcomes. Greater typical
weekly drinking quantity was predicted by perceived consistency
between alcohol use and both self-identity/independence (B �
.004, SE � .001; 95% CI [.002, .01]; RR � 1.00) and social image
(B � .01, SE � .003; 95% CI [.004, .02]; RR � 1.01). Heavy
episodic drinking was predicted by perceived consistency between
alcohol use and romantic/sexual relationships (B � .01, SE � .002;
95% CI [.002, .01]; RR � 1.01), friends/social life (B � .01, SE �
.003; 95% CI [.01, .02]; RR � 1.01), self-identity/independence
(B � .003, SE � .001; 95% CI [.001, .01]; RR � 1.00), and
traditions (B � .01, SE � .002; 95% CI [.003, .01]; p � .001) and
by perceived discrepancy between alcohol use and caring for
others (B � �.01, SE � .001; 95% CI [�.01, �.002]; RR � 1.01).
No individual value-drinking discrepancy domain predicted
alcohol-related consequences. Conversely, perceived discrepancy
between alcohol use and 12 of the 21 self-reported values pre-
dicted higher levels of readiness to change (see Table 3). No other
value-drinking discrepancy scores significantly predicted alcohol
use outcomes after controlling for inflation in Type I error (p �
.002).

Moderated effects. Moderation analyses were conducted to
determine if the relationships between Valued Drinking and alco-
hol use outcomes varied across heavier and lighter drinkers. There
were no significant Heavy Drinking Status � Valued Drinking
Composite interactions for alcohol-related consequences (B �
.001, SE �.001; 95% CI [�.001, .001]; RR � 1.00) or pre-VLQ-A
readiness to change (B � �.001, SE � .0002; 95% CI [�.001,
.001]; RR � 1.00).

Assessment reactivity. Participants reported small but statis-
tically significant increases in readiness to change following com-
pletion of the VLQ-A (Mpre � 5.01, SD � 2.93; Mpost � 5.27,
SD � 2.95), t(219) � 2.48, p � .01; 95% CI [�0.47, �0.05], with
23% of participants reporting increases in readiness to change
(25% of heavy drinkers, 21% of lighter drinkers), whereas 65%
remained the same (60% heavy drinkers, 70% lighter drinkers).

Discussion

The VLQ-A is a brief and reliable self-report measure of be-
havioral consistency with important values that effectively identi-
fied discrepancies between college students’ values and their al-
cohol use. A unidimensional factor model, characterized as Valued
Drinking, best fit the data. Alcohol use was viewed as least
consistent with nutrition, exercise/fitness, and physical health;
however, participants viewed drinking as highly consistent with
self-identity/independence, friends/social relationships, and recre-
ation/fun. Perceived consistency between alcohol use and impor-
tant values was a small but significant predictor of more frequent

Table 2
Correlations Between Factor Scores, the Valued Drinking
Composite, and Outcome Variables Among College Students
Who Drink (Study 2, N � 222)

1 2 3 4 5

1. Valued drinking composite —
2. Drinks per week .17� —
3. Freq HED past month .17� .66��� —
4. Alcohol problems past

month �.07 .38��� .45��� —
5. Readiness to change (pre) �.32��� �.24��� �.30��� �.06 —
M 4.32a 15.24 2.12 5.01 5.00
SD 21.38a 15.25 1.61 5.31 2.94

Note. HED � heavy episodic drinking.
a Scaled means and standard deviations (sum/21 subscale items) depicted.
� p � .05. �� p � .01. ��� p � .001.
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heavy episodic drinking, whereas perceived discrepancy between
alcohol use and important values predicted a small amount of
variance in readiness to change (pre-VLQ-A). This pattern of
outcomes was consistent for both heavier- and lighter-drinking
college students. Moreover, a fourth of participants reported an
increase in self-reported readiness to change following completion
of the VLQ-A. Collectively, findings indicate that contemplation
of discrepancies between alcohol use and specific values may be
helpful in motivating behavior change among college students who
drink alcohol.

The current study was consistent with previous research (Neal &
Carey, 2004), in that college students did not report significant
conflict between their alcohol use and the majority of their values.
Drinking was rated as neither consistent with nor discrepant from
their most important value (future work/career), and it was seen as
consistent with several highly important values (family, friends/
social relationships, romantic/sexual relationships). The lack of
significant discrepancy for future work/career is particularly inter-
esting, given findings that feedback on the negative relationship
between substance use and academic/career goals enhances the
effects of a more traditional brief intervention (Murphy et al.,
2012). However, this may suggest that more in-depth discussion of
the relationships between alcohol use and valued outcomes are
promising avenues for intervention.

A number of additional values emerged as potential targets for
intervention. First, participants rated drinking as consistent with

their self-identity and independence. This particular finding is
concerning, given the positive relationship between drinking iden-
tity and alcohol problems (Foster et al., 2014). Second, recreation/
fun was not as highly consistent with alcohol use (1.73/5.00) as
one might expect from a college drinking sample. This comple-
ments research indicating that heavy-drinking college students
receive a substantial portion of positive reinforcement from non-
drinking-related activities (Skidmore & Murphy, 2010). As such, it
may be clinically meaningful to discuss with college students the
reason this rating is not higher and what other recreational/fun
activities they enjoy. Third, participants generally perceived their
drinking as consistent with “caring for others.” Presumably, drink-
ing helps college students enact this value by increasing group
cohesion and bonding (Kirchner, Sayette, Cohn, Moreland, &
Levine, 2006). However, the belief that one is truly caring for
others by drinking may be a target for interventions, as in some
cases this is likely misattributed. Finally, participants did not rate
their alcohol use as related (either positively or negatively) to their
sleep, which may be another avenue for intervention.

Of particular note is the finding that college students rated their
alcohol use as inconsistent with exercise/fitness and nutrition. A
number of brief alcohol interventions provide students with per-
sonalized feedback regarding the number of calories consumed
while drinking and the hours of exercise required to burn those
calories (see Miller et al., 2013 and Ray et al., 2014 for reviews).
Although it is unclear if this particular feedback improves the

Table 3
Value Scores and Relationships With Readiness to Change Among College Students Who Report Drinking In A Typical Week (Study
2, N � 222)

Value items

Descriptive statistics Predictive validity

Value-drinking
compositea

Alcohol
consistencyb Importancec

DV: Readiness to change
(pre-VLQ-A)

M SD M SD M SD Range B SE 95% (CI)

Self-identity/independence 28.86‡ 48.11 3.60‡ 5.91 7.43 1.60 1–9 �.003 .001 [�.005, �.001]
Friends/social relationships 27.18‡ 18.00 3.19‡ 1.99 8.43 1.52 3–10 �.008 .002 [�.012, �.004]
Recreation/fun 14.09‡ 25.63 1.73‡ 3.07 7.95 1.57 2–10 �.008 .001 [�.010, �.005]
Romantic/sexual relationships 12.25‡ 24.50 1.47‡ 2.87 8.13 1.80 3–10 �.005 .002 [�.008, �.002]
Social image 10.79‡ 21.61 1.64‡ 2.95 6.79 2.00 1–10 �.006 .002 [�.009, �.002]
Creativity 7.78‡ 21.78 1.02‡ 3.16 6.73 2.27 1–10 �.007 .002 [�.011, �.004]
Caring for others 7.23‡ 29.02 .73‡ 3.25 8.72 1.40 3–10 �.005 .001 [�.007, �.002]
Family 6.80‡ 27.86 .73‡ 3.06 9.08 1.57 2–10 �.004 .001 [�.007, �.002]
Mental health 6.07‡ 29.16 .66 3.34 8.33 1.70 1–10 �.005 .001 [�.008, �.003]
Traditions 5.37‡ 24.27 .61 3.28 7.10 2.05 1–10 �.005 .002 [�.009, �.002]
Living by my virtues 4.23 30.59 .50 3.33 8.72 1.46 4–10 �.004 .001 [�.006, �.001]
Leadership/community life 1.82 26.38 .15 3.57 6.95 2.12 1–10 �.005 .001 [�.008, �.002]
Current employment 1.12 28.17 .01 3.85 6.94 2.41 1–10 �.004 .001 [�.007, �.001]
Sleep .30 28.57 .00 3.43 7.95 1.90 3–10 �.004 .001 [�.007, �.001]
Future work/career �.40 33.05 �.08 3.52 9.22 1.22 3–10 �.003 .001 [�.005, �.001]
Education/training �1.57 32.26 �.22 3.49 9.00 1.27 5–10 �.004 .001 [�.007, �.002]
Financial security �4.58 30.15 �.56 3.42 8.51 1.58 2–10 �.004 .001 [�.007, �.001]
Physical health �5.90‡ 31.73 �.73‡ 3.56 8.37 1.54 4–10 �.003 .001 [�.006, �.001]
Exercise/fitness �9.86‡ 27.33 �1.36‡ 3.41 7.51 1.84 1–10 �.003 .002 [�.006, .000]
Spirituality �10.14‡ 25.60 �1.19‡ 3.68 6.81 2.84 1–10 �.003 .002 [�.006, .000]
Nutrition �10.71‡ 26.64 �1.41‡ 3.35 7.49 1.79 2–10 �.004 .002 [�.007, �.001]

Note. Regression coefficients depict percent change in outcomes as a function of 1% change in value-drinking discrepancy score. Bold items are
significant at p � .002. DV � dependent variable; VLQ-A � Valued Living Questionnaire for Alcohol Use; CI � confidence interval.
a Product of importance and alcohol consistency scores; range from �50 to � 50. b Scores range �5 (completely inconsistent) to �5 (completely
consistent) with no 0 option. c Scores range 1 (not at all important) to 10 (extremely important).
‡ p � .002 difference from zero.
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efficacy of brief interventions (Miller et al., 2013), current findings
suggest that feedback on the negative impact of drinking on
exercise/fitness/nutrition may be particularly effective in increas-
ing the salience of this value-drinking discrepancy among college
students. Fitness values are also easily translated into substance-
free activities (e.g., intramural athletics, running/exercising) that
can be social and, therefore, may be highly reinforcing for college
students (Murphy, Correia, Colby, & Vuchinich, 2005; Murphy,
Barnett, & Colby, 2006). Given these findings, the VLQ-A may be
helpful in informing the content of brief interventions for college
alcohol misuse.

Although the Valued Drinking Composite predicted only a
small amount of variance in heavy episodic drinking and readiness
to change, value-behavior discrepancy (or increased awareness of
such discrepancy) may also be a mechanism of change in brief
alcohol interventions, particularly when such discrepancy is the
target of an intervention. The development of theoretically driven
interventions that target mechanisms of change is a public health
priority (Michie, Johnston, Francis, Hardeman, & Eccles, 2008).
Although many studies have found that changes in self-other
discrepancy mediate change in drinking following completion of
personalized normative feedback interventions (Borsari & Carey,
2000; Doumas, McKinley, & Book, 2009; Walters et al., 2009),
others have found only partial mediation effects (Carey, Henson,
Carey, & Maisto, 2009; Neighbors et al., 2010). This indicates that
other, unmeasured mechanisms are also at play. Value-behavior
discrepancy represents one potential mechanism, and future stud-
ies may determine the utility of the VLQ-A in quantifying changes
in value-behavior discrepancy over time. That being said, approx-
imately one fourth of participants in the current study reported
increases in readiness to change following completion of the
VLQ-A, without receiving intervention above and beyond the
assessment itself. Therefore, intervention studies investigating
value-behavior discrepancy as measured by the VLQ-A should be
mindful of the measure’s potential to produce assessment reactiv-
ity among control participants.

The development of a psychometrically sound measure of
value-behavior discrepancy has several clinical and research im-
plications. Values are commonly discussed in interventions for
college alcohol misuse (e.g., Miller et al., 2001; Murphy et al.,
2012; Walters & Baer, 2006), but means of systematically assess-
ing these values has been limited. The VLQ-A provides both
clinicians and researchers with a brief measure of values that may
be important to college students. Awareness of the values that
individuals perceive as discrepant with alcohol use may also
inform provider-patient communication and the content of brief
interventions.

Limitations

Results of the current study must be interpreted in light of its
limitations. First, females and younger students were overrepre-
sented in the current sample. Although first and second year
college students are overrepresented in many studies examining
college student drinking (see Scott-Sheldon, Terry, Carey, Garey,
& Carey, 2012 for a review), it is possible that the lack of
significant discrepancy between alcohol use and some values (e.g.,
future work/career) may be explained by the youth of the current
sample, who are likely not under immediate pressure to determine

a career path. The current sample was also primarily White and
from a Southern Plains state. More ethnically and culturally di-
verse samples may report varying discrepancies between alcohol
use and values (e.g., self-identity/independence, traditions). There-
fore, future studies may investigate the generalizability of these
results.

The two primary methodological issues raised in the evaluation
of the current scale were limited sample size and failure of the
factor solution to account for two thirds of total variance in the
original items. In the absence of overdetermined factors and high
communalities, small sample sizes may lead to instability of factor
analysis results (Gorsuch, 1997; MacCallum, Widaman, Zhang, &
Hong, 1999). However, the current studies used a unidimensional
factor structure, and most communalities in both studies were in
the moderate range; therefore, the current sample sizes, although
small, should result in replicable and stable results. In regards to
explained variance, a small number of factors would ideally ex-
plain 75% of variance across items (Stevens, 2009). However, in
the current data, no model (including all eigenvalues greater than
one) accounted for more than 65% of total variance. The unidi-
mensional structure was retained for the current study because it
was the best fit both structurally (i.e., it accounted for the majority
of variance and items loaded strongly on one factor) and theoret-
ically. Moreover, one goal of the study was to measure the pre-
dictive validity of an underlying construct (e.g., value-behavior
discrepancy). Given the proportion of unexplained variance in the
current model, however, it may be meaningful to examine items
individually for clinical purposes.

Finally, it may be that the current measure failed to assess
certain values that also guide behavior. Schwartz’s Theory of
Basic Values (Schwartz, 2012) outlines 10 theoretically universal
values that help individuals cope with the “requirements of human
existence”: self-direction, stimulation, hedonism, achievement,
power, security, conformity, tradition, benevolence, and universal-
ism. Although the majority of these seem to map onto the values
included in the VLQ-A, current items may not adequately repre-
sent the importance of stimulation (i.e., challenge, excitement,
novelty) or security (i.e., safety and stability in self, society, and
relationships). Therefore, future studies may reassess the factor
structure of the VLQ-A incorporating these constructs.

Conclusion

College campuses are inarguably a high-risk environment for
alcohol misuse among young adults. Although discrepancy be-
tween one’s values and behaviors is theoretically important in
motivating change, existing studies of college alcohol misuse have
been limited by lack of a validated measure of value-behavior
discrepancy for college student drinking. The current study fills
this gap by developing and testing a brief and reliable measure of
college students’ behavioral consistency with important values.
Increased understanding of the values that college students view as
consistent or inconsistent with their alcohol use is expected to
inform prevention and intervention efforts targeting alcohol mis-
use and to facilitate college students’ social, physical, and aca-
demic success. Future research examining the generalizability of
findings, the sensitivity of the VLQ-A to changes over time, and
the efficacy of the VLQ-A as a supplement to brief interventions
is warranted.
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