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Abstract

This study aimed to validate the Values in Action Inventory of Strengths (VIA-IS) Humility-Modesty subscale (Pe-
terson & Seligman, 2004) using a Croatian sample (N = 783; 71.6% women). In addition, we assessed the psy-
chometric characteristics (e.g. internal consistency reliability and factor structure) of the measure, congruent 
validity using a correlation analysis with measures of humility (the Humility-Arrogance Semantic Differential 
and the Other Focus Scale), convergent validity using the Self-Compassion Scale, and discriminant validity (using 
the measure of narcissism from the dark triad). Multiple regression analysis was then conducted in order to assess 
whether humility statistically significantly contributes to the overall satisfaction with life. The factor analysis 
yielded two factors. The first factor represented modest self-presentation, while the second factor pertained to 
dispositional humility, an individual’s view of oneself as humble. Both factors marginally, but significantly con-
tributed to life satisfaction, suggesting that humility is an important asset. This study’s results show the impor-
tance of validating constructs across different social settings and call for further research on humility in Croatia 
and internationally.
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Introduction

Throughout history humility has been equated with humiliation and low self-regard (Tangney, 
2000). Equivalently, descriptions of humility in the Croatian language include a lowly view of self, one’s 
importance and value (Anić, 1998). Nevertheless, rather than a derogatory view of self, researchers are 
finding humility to be an important virtue related to well-being (Exline & Geyer, 2004). Tangney (2000) 
offered one of the first attempts at conceptualizing humility: as an accurate view of self, egalitarian values, 
openness to new ideas and contradictory information and a relatively low self-focus i.e. “forgetting of the 
self”. This multifacetedness encouraged Davis, Worthington, and Hook (2010) to simplify the construct of 
humility by dividing it into accurate self-perception and modest self-presentation. Humble individuals are 
not only accurate in how they view themselves, but are honest in the way they present themselves to others. 
Wright, Nadelhoffer, Ross, and Sinnott-Armstrong (2016) strongly emphasized the importance of focusing 
on others instead of focusing on oneself. Consequentially, Worthington, Davis, and Hook (2016) posited that 
humility encompasses two broad domains, intrapersonal and interpersonal humility – the former pertains 
to individual and the latter to relational qualities. Intrapersonal humility corresponds to Tangney’s (2000) 
accurate view of self, personal strengths, weaknesses and limitations and it refers to the individual. Inter-
personal humility refers to the relational qualities, particularly modest self-presentation and an orientation 
towards others through regulating emotions in a socially acceptable way, others focused behaviour, showing 
respect and empathy and through a lack of superiority. 

Clearly, apart from humility’s connotative association with an inferior self-regard in the Croatian 
language, a major issue is a lack of consensus regarding the definition and operationalization of humility. 
Humility has been defined as an adaptive form of pride (Cheng, Weidman, & Tracy, 2018), a personality trait 
(Exline & Hill, 2012; LaBouff, Rowatt, Johnson, Tsang, & McCullough Willerton, 2012; Landrum, 2011), a set 
of relationship skills (Davis et al., 2011) and a range of metacognitive abilities (Thrive Center for Human 
Development, 2013). Despite this discord in defining humility, researchers seem to have found what deter-
mines it.  

 

Determinants of Humility 

Authors seem to agree that one of the key aspects of humility is an accurate view of self - the 
ability to accurately gauge one’s place in the society, one’s abilities and success, as well as shortcomings 
and flaws (Baumeister & Exline, 1999; Emmons, 1999; Rowatt, Ottenbreit, Naselroade, &and Cunning-
ham, 2002; Tangney, 2000). The ability to recognize personal limitations and flaws might suggest that a 
humble individual also has low self-esteem or is self-critical. However, this is inaccurate. Unlike those who 
are humble, people with low self-esteem esteem (as well as those who are arrogant or narcissistic), have 
a pronounced self-focus and an unstable sense of worth (Tangney, 2009). Hence, they tend to overesti-
mate how events may affect the self (Ryan, 1983). Their praise-seeking ego might perceive criticism as a 
threat and when they become aware of any misgivings or shortcomings, they might feel shame, humili-
ation and anxiety. Consequentially, people with low self-esteem tend to engage in defensive behaviours, 
such as shifting blame, reactive aggression, self-handicapping and defensive self-enhancement (Bushman 
&and Baumeister, 1998). Humility, however, requires first knowing oneself and then overcoming oneself 
(Roberts, 1983). This is accomplished by removing oneself from one’s own focus and instead focusing on 
others (Wright et al., 2016). 

Orientation towards others (focusing on others) manifests in acknowledging others’ needs, beliefs 
and values, even when they differ from one’s own, and having a high interest in others’ well-being (Worth-
ington, Davis, & Hook, 2016). It is a sense of connection with others (Wright et al., 2016). A greater desire to 
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help and contribute to group well-being comes with it (Kunz, 2002). Humility, through focusing on others, 
enables respect, caring, equality and understanding (Sandage, 1999) and consequentially strengthens rela-
tionships with others (Davis et al., 2013). A low self-focus is also beneficial for interpersonal and romantic 
relations (Davis et al., 2011). When combined with accurate self-perception, low self-focus and high other 
focus clear the way to having a more open conversation about doubts and mistakes. In other words, humility 
facilitates an understanding between partners and keeps self-involved emotions such as shame, fear, resent-
ment and the need to control others (Sandage, 1999), which induce aggressive or avoidant behaviours that 
damage relationships, at bay. Having overcome themselves, humble people no longer need validation or at-
tention. Their self-presentation is modest, void of self-enhancement, self-deprecation and illusions. People 
who are humble believe that all human beings, including themselves, are inherently worthy, regardless of 
differences in culture, opinions, education etc. (Tangney, 2000). 

Although the literature is not yet clear on which of these determinants constitutes the core of hu-
mility as opposed to being its correlates or consequences (Davis et al., 2016), the benefits of humility are 
clear and there are many. 

 

Correlates and benefits of humility 

One of the most obvious correlates of humility is modesty (Peterson & Seligman, 2004), with which 
humility shares only the quality of modest self-presentation. Other aspects that make humility an eclectic 
virtue, such as forgetting the self, other focus, egalitarian values, and accurate self-perception are not part of 
the construct of modesty (Tangney, 2007). In fact, although modesty could be consistent with an inner value 
of humility, it can also occur as a reaction to situational needs or pressures (Rowatt et al., 2006). 

Humility also correlates with forgiveness (Exline, Worthington, Hill, & McCullough, 2003) and grat-
itude (Exline & Hill, 2012). Humility’s low self-focus, and consequently a less self-involved and vulnerable 
ego, enables solving conflict through reconciliation and forgiveness. Humble individuals understand that an-
ybody can err, and in situations of injustice view themselves as less innocent and those who wronged them 
as less culpable (Worthington, 2008). Humility is associated with helping others, even after controlling for 
agreeableness (LaBouff et al., 2012), and therefore relevant for prosocial behaviour (Davis et al., 2016). Pos-
itive relationship outcomes, relationship stability (Davis et al., 2013) and relationship satisfaction (Peters, 
Rowatt, & Johnson, 2011) are also associated with humility. 

Based on the aforementioned descriptions of humility, it is not surprising that it negatively corre-
lates with the propensity for exploiting, cheating, manipulation, entitlement, narcissism, Machiavellianism, 
psychopathy (Lee et al., 2013), revenge (Lee & Ashton, 2012) and exhibitionism (Rowatt et al., 2006), traits 
that are especially detrimental for organizations. In contrast to them, humility negatively correlates with 
counterproductive work behaviour (Lee et al., 2013) and benefits the work environment (Owens, Johnson, 
& Mitchell, 2013).  

Higher levels of humility are associated with psychological and physical well-being (Jankowski, 
Sandage, & Hill, 2013; Krause, 2010; Krause, Pargament, Hill, & Ironson, 2016) whereas lower levels of 
humility, often associated with narcissism and an increased self-focus, might be a risk factor for developing 
heart-related problems (Scherwitz & Canick, 1998). With regard to psychological well-being humility is 
positively correlated with a higher subjective well-being, autonomy, self-acceptance, positive relationships 
with others, and a sense of purpose in life (Aghababaei, Wasserman, & Nannini, 2014) and it is negatively 
associated with depression (Sandage, Jankowski, Bissonette, & Paine, 2016) and anxiety (Quiros, 2008). 
There is, however, mixed evidence for the relationship between humility and self-esteem. Depending on 
which measure of humility was used, humility was either significantly positively related to self-esteem or 
the relationship between humility and self-esteem was not significant (Rowatt et al., 2006).  
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 Humility and Life Satisfaction 

Humility might, especially in these times of rapid change and high demands, represent an impor-
tant determinant of life satisfaction and an important resource in creating and maintaining a purposeful life. 
Life-satisfaction, an assessment of one’s own life as a whole (Diener, 2000), tends to be higher among those 
who report fewer psychological and social problems, for example depression and dysfunctional personal 
relations (Furr & Funder, 1998). Life satisfaction is also associated with gratitude (Kruse, Chancellor, Ru-
berton & Lyubomirsky, 2014), openness (Baron, 2000), a higher resilience to stress (Frisch, 2000), and for-
giveness (McCullough, 2000). Given that humility is comparably associated with these constructs, it could 
be expected that humility is positively associated with life satisfaction. This relationship is, however, not 
as straightforward. Rowatt et al. (2006), for example, confirmed this association, whereas Pollock, Noser, 
Holden and Ziegler-Hill (2016) did not. There are very few attempts at studying the correlation between the 
two variables and humility has so far not been used to predict life satisfaction. 

However, some questions remain unanswered: does humility function the same way in Croatia, a 
country in transition, as it does in western, more individualistic countries? Can humility predict life-satis-
faction? In order to answer these questions and many more to come in the future, it is important to validate 
a humility questionnaire on a Croatian sample.  

Study Aims

Firstly, the current study aimed to introduce humility, as it is a relatively unknown construct in Cro-
atian psychological research and practice. Secondly, to validate the humility questionnaire Humility-Mod-
esty subscale of the Values in Action Inventory of Strengths (VIA-IS HumilityModesty; Peterson & Seligman, 
2004) in a Croatian sample; and thirdly to assess whether humility, due to its multiple benefits, contributes 
to life-satisfaction, especially given mixed results from previous studies. Given this goal, a humility ques-
tionnaire Humility-Modesty subscale of the Values in Action Inventory of Strengths (VIA-IS Humility-Mod-
esty; Peterson & Seligman, 2004) was validated and its metric characteristics examined (convergent valid-
ity through correlations with other humility measures, self-compassion and self-esteem; and discriminant 
validity by analysing the correlations of the humility questionnaire with a dark triad measure). Using the 
validated questionnaire, it was estimated whether humility can explain life satisfaction variance above and 
beyond sociodemographic data, self-compassion, the dark triad and self-esteem. 

Method and Material

Participants and Procedures 

The data were collected in Croatia in the spring 2016 using an online survey tool LimeSurvey. The 
link to the study was distributed via social networks (private FaceBook profiles, FaceBook groups), private 
mailing lists, public forums and websites pertaining to psychological topics by the authors. In order to in-
clude a broader sample, personally known participants forwarded and publicly shared the link to the survey 
website. The time required to complete the survey was between 10 and 15 minutes.  

Of the 978 persons who accessed the survey website 783 (71.3% women) individuals proceeded to 
complete the questionnaire and were included in the analytical sample (Mage = 26.33, SD = 9.32; range = 18-
78 years). The missing values were missing completely at random (Little’s MCAR χ2 = 140.31, p > .52) with 
no variable having more than 4% of missing values. The sample was somewhat heterogeneous regarding 
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the participants’ education, with a majority of participants reporting to have completed at least some high-
er education or received a master’s degree. The majority (57.5%) of participants lived in the capital city of 
Zagreb, 25.3% in other cities and 17.2% in smaller cities and villages. Two thirds of the participants were at 
the time of the survey still students (70.4%), 19.9% were employed, and 9.7% were unemployed. Most par-
ticipants assessed their socioeconomic status as average (46%) or slightly above average (36%) (Table 1). 

 
Table 1 Sociodemographic characteristics 

Variables Categories Percentage (%)

Sex
M 28.4%

F 71.6%

Highest degree of education 
attained

Primary school 1.3%

High school 36.5%

Vocational school 2.7%

Bachelor’s degree 34.4%

Master’s degree 22.0%

PhD 3.1%

City size

Less than 5 000 11.0%

5 000-10 000 6.2%

10 000-100 000 16.5%

100 000-500 000 8.8%

More than 500 000 57.5%

Assessment of socioeconomic 
status

A lot below average 2.6%

Little below average 11.0%

Average 46%

Little above average 36%

A lot above average 4.5%

Measures

Humility scales 

Following the most recent standard of translation (van de Vijver & Tanzer, 2004), questionnaires 
used in the survey — VIA-IS Humility-Modesty, Humility-Arrogance Semantic Differential Measure and Oth-
er Focus — were translated using tripartite translations (a psychologist, a linguist and a layperson) and 
focus group discussions.

The Humility–Modesty Subscale of the Values in Action Inventory of Strengths (VIA-IS; Peterson & Selig-
man, 2004) is reported to be a unidimensional 10-item measure of modest self-presentation and low self-focus. 
Items include statements such as “I never brag about my accomplishments” or “I rarely call attention to myself”. 
Responses are anchored on a 5-point scale, ranging from 1 (very much unlike me) to 5 (very much like me).
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Humility-Arrogance Semantic Differential Measure (Rowatt et al., 2006) is a semantic differen-
tial-type 7-item scale that measures humility in opposition to arrogance. Participants reported their an-
swers on a 7-point bipolar rating scale consisting of the following end-labels: humble/arrogant, modest/
immodest, respectful/disrespectful, egotistical/not self-centered, conceited/not conceited, intolerant/tol-
erant, and closed-minded/open-minded. Internal consistency of the scale in this study was at .70. The com-
posite measure was calculated as the average of the responses to all items, with a higher result indicating a 
higher level of humility. 

Other Focus (Wright et al., 2016) is a 5-item measure of focus on other people. The scale consists of items 
such as “My friends would say I focus more on others than I do on myself” and “My actions are often aimed towards 
the well-being of others”. The participants anchored their answers on a 5-point scale ranging from 1 (strongly dis-
agree) to 5 (strongly agree). Internal consistency of the scale in this study was at .86. The composite indicator was 
calculated as the average of all item responses, with a higher result indicating a higher focus on others.  

 

Other measures used in the study

Short Dark Triad (SD3; Jones & Paulhus, 2014) measures three facets of the dark triad: Machia-
vellianism, narcissism and psychopathy. Each subscale consists of nine items. Participants anchored their 
answers on a 5-point scale ranging from 1 (strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree).  In this study, the internal 
consistency of the Machiavellianism, narcissism and psychopathy subscales were at .82, .72 and .68, respec-
tively. As per author instructions, composites were calculated separately for each subscale, with a higher 
result indicating a higher propensity for Machiavellianism, narcissism, and psychopathy respectively. 

Rosenberg Self-Esteem Scale (Rosenberg, 1965) is a 10-item measure assessing the degree to which 
a person views themselves as a person of worth where 1 equals strongly disagree and 5 strongly agree. In 
this study, the internal consistency of the scale was .88. The composite was calculated as the average of all 
items, with a higher result indicating a higher level of self-esteem. 

Self-compassion scale (Neff, 2003) is a 12-item measure of kindness and understanding towards 
oneself, especially in moments of turmoil, rather than engaging in harsh self-criticism and judgment (e.g. 
“I try to be understanding and patient towards those aspects of my personality I don’t like.”). In this study, 
Cronbach’s α was at .74. The composite measure was calculated as the average of all items, with a higher 
result indicating a higher level of self-compassion.  

Satisfaction with Life Scale (Diener, Emmons, Larsen, & Griffin, 1985) is a 5-item measure of happiness 
and well-being (e.g. “I am satisfied with my life”).  Answers are anchored on a 5-point response scale ranging 
from 1 (strongly agree) to 5 (strongly disagree). Internal consistency was .85. The composite was calculated as the 
average of all items, with a higher result on the composite variable indicating a higher degree of life satisfaction.   

Results

Validating the VIA-IS Humility-Modesty Measure
 
As it was the case in previous studies (Rosenberg, 1965; Rowatt et al., 2006), both histogram anal-

ysis and the Kolmogorov-Smirnov test indicated a slightly negatively asymmetric distribution for life-satis-
faction, self-esteem and humility measures (VIA-IS (K-S = .04; p < .05) and semantic differential scale (K-S 
= .05; p < .05)). Their residuals, however, followed a normal distribution, which is a prerequisite for mak-
ing valid inferences from the regression analysis (Field, 2009). Therefore, said variables were not normal-
ized, however, bootstrapping with 2000 resamples was still employed to provide more reliable estimates 
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of standard errors (Byrne, 2009). As a prerequisite for bootstrapping, missing values were estimated using 
model-based FIML regression imputation (Newman, 2003).  

Prerequisites for factor analysis were met (KMO = .85, Bartlett’s test of sphericity is significant p 
< .001 with χ2(45, N = 783) = 1745.92). Exploratory factor analysis yielded a Geomin rotated two-factor 
solution with the correlation between the two factors being at .36 (Table 2). According to the fit indices the 
two-factor solution (χ2(26) = 77.14, p < .01, TLI = .91, CFI .95, RMSEA = .068; 90% CI = .051-.086) fit the data 
better compared to the one-factor solution (χ2(35) = 173.51, p < .01, TLI = .81, CFI .85, RMSEA = .097; 90% 
CI = .083-.111; ∆χ2(9) = 96.36, p < .01). The same structure was attained on both men and women – there 
was no significant difference between how the data fit men and how they fit women (∆χ2(7) = 5.88, p = .55). 
The EFA model fit was evaluated by the standards proposed by Hu & Bentler (1999).  

Given that the first factor was saturated with items pertaining to the behavioral manifestations of 
humility – modest self-presentation and a low self-focus - we named it modest self-presentation. The second 
factor was saturated with items related to the assessment of one’s own personality characteristics and it 
was named dispositional humility (Table 2).  

In contrast to the unidimensional structure of the VIA-IS Humility-Modesty measure that was re-
ported for the US sample (Peterson & Seligman, 2004), EFA yielded a two-factor structure of the measure 
in the Croatian sample. Therefore, congruent, convergent and discriminant validity for the Croatian version 
of the VIA-IS Humility-Modesty measure were evaluated separately for each of the two factors—modest 
self-presentation and dispositional humility.  

Table 2 Factor loadings for Exploratory Factor Analysis With Geomin Rotation of the VIA-IS Humility-Modesty 
subscale 

Items Factor Loadings

Modest self-
presentation

Dispositional 
humiltiy

3. I do not act as if I were a special person. .73

2. I do not like to stand out in a crowd. .68

7. I rarely call attention to myself. .60

4. I never brag about my accomplishments. .61 

6. I prefer to let other people talk about themselves. .56

5. I am proud that I am an ordinary person. .31

10.  People are drawn to me because I am humble. .71

1. I am always humble about the good things that have 
happened to me.  .46

8. I have been told that modesty is one of my most notable 
characteristics. .45

9. No one would ever describe me as arrogant. .30

Note. Only saturations >.30 are shown in the t
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Both VIA-IS Humility-Modesty subscales were positively correlated with other measures of humility 
(Table 3), confirming congruent validity of the measure in the Croatian sample. The subscales correlate with 
the semantic differential scale and with the Other Focus scale, which measures one of humility aspects (ori-
entation towards others, focus on others). Suggesting good discriminant validity of the measure, as expect-
ed, both modest self-presentation and dispositional humility were negatively correlated with narcissism, 
psychopathy and Machiavellianism. Self-compassion correlated only with dispositional humility, although 
the two constructs were only weakly related. Moreover, both modest self-presentation and dispositional 
humility were negatively related to self-esteem. Finally, modest self-presentation negatively correlated with 
life satisfaction, whereas dispositional humility was not significantly associated with life satisfaction. 

The results obtained indicate that participants deem themselves as moderately humble (Table 3) 
which is less humble compared to participants from the US (Rowatt et al, 2006). There are no statistically 
significant differences between men and women in their self-assessment on the VIAIS Humility-Modesty 
subscale (Mmen = 3.05; SDmen = .75; Mwomen = 3.12; SDwomen = .69; t(781) = -1.216; p > .05) which cor-
responds to the findings of Rowatt et al. (2006).  

 
A hierarchical linear regression analysis was then conducted to assess whether the two VIA-IS hu-

mility subscales significantly contribute to life satisfaction while controlling for the contributions of socio-
demographic characteristics, the dark triad, self-compassion and self-esteem (Table 4). 

 
All predictor blocks had a statistically significant contribution in the explanation of the outcome 

variable. Sociodemographic variables in Step 1 explained 17% of variance. Step 2 with the dark triad, 
self-compassion and self-esteem added to the model explained an additional 29% of the variance. The two 
humility subscales included in Step 3 explained only about 1% of the variance in life satisfaction. The first 
VIA-IS factor, modest self-presentation, was a negative predictor of life-satisfaction (ß = -.13, t = -3.37, p < 
.01), while the second factor, dispositional humility, positively predicted the outcome (ß = .10, t = 2.80, p < 
.01). Self-esteem, as seen in the literature (Diener et al., 1985) had the highest individual contribution (ß = 
.50, t = 13.91, p < .01). The analysis explained 47% of the life-satisfaction variance (R2 = .47, F (12,779) = 
57.50, p < .01). 
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Discussion

This study aimed to validate the Croatian version of the humility questionnaire Humility-Modesty 
subscale of the Values in Action Inventory of Strengths (VIA-IS Humility-Modesty; Peterson & Seligman, 
2004) and assess whether humility positively contributes to life-satisfaction. In contrast to Peterson and 
Seligman’s finding that VIA-IS Humility-Modesty scale has an unidimensional structure (2004), the factor 
analysis yielded a two-factors structure in a Croatian sample— modest self-presentation and dispositional 
humility. In this discussion we will offer possible explanations for this discrepancy in factor structure. 

We then assessed congruent validity (through correlations with the other two humility measures 
– the Semantic Differential Scale and the Other Focus scale), convergent validity (through correlation with 
the Self-Compassion Scale), and discriminant validity (through associations with the dark triad, with the 
emphasis on narcissism) of the two subscales of the Croatian version of the VIA-IS Humility-Modesty ques-
tionnaire. 

The first factor, modest self-presentation, measures behavioral manifestations of humility and oth-
er focus, whereas the second factor pertains to dispositional humility. As expected, both factors are nega-
tively associated with the dark triad (most strongly with narcissism) and they are positively associated with 
the other measures of humility. However, modest self-presentation was negatively associated with self-es-
teem and life satisfaction, and no significant relationship was found with self-compassion suggesting an 
overlap between modest self-presentation and selfesteem. Item content and correlation analyses pointed 
to a significant association between these two constructs. In other words, modest self-presentation items 
describe behaviors that may reflect both humility and low self-esteem. For example, the item “I prefer to let 
other people talk about themselves” or “I do not like to stand out in a crowd” could be interpreted differently 
depending on one’s view of self.  To a humble individual “I prefer to let other people talk about themselves” 
may mean that they don’t have a need to talk about themselves because they are more focused on others 
(Elliot, 2010). In contrast, individuals with low self-esteem may not want to talk about themselves because 
they believe they are not interesting enough to be listened to. Similarly, unlike humble individuals who are 
not self-focused, people with low self-esteem may focus on others with the aim of receiving validation and 
acceptance. Therefore, both someone who is humble and someone who has low self-esteem might have a 
high result on the modest self-presentation subscale, although the underlying processes are fundamentally 
different between the two individuals. Although we did control for the contribution of low self-esteem in the 
regression model, the negative correlation between the modest self-presentation subscale and life-satisfac-
tion may in part be explained by the conceptual overlap between this construct and self-esteem, at least in 
the Croatian language.  

Dispositional humility consists of items that pertain to an individual’s humility, modesty and lack 
of arrogance. Corresponding to both Tangney’s (2009) and Van Tongeren, Davis and Hook’s (2014) humility 
definition, Gregg, Hart, Sedikides, & Kumashiro (2008) define modesty as interpersonal agreeableness, car-
ing for others, non-intrusiveness, and a reluctance to brag. As such the item “I have been told that modesty 
is one of my most notable characteristics” is a part of dispositional humility. Exline, Baumeister, Bushman, 
Campbell and Finkel (2004), similarly see humility in contrast to aspects of narcissism that include gran-
deur, entitlement, personal glorification and an overweening opinion of oneself. Narcissistic people score 
low on humility scales (Exline & Geyer, 2004) which is why the item “No one would ever describe me as ar-
rogant” also constitutes a part of the dispositional humility subscale. Therefore, in accordance with previous 
literature, dispositional humility was in this study positively related to other humility measures (Rowatt et 
al., 2006; Wright et al., 2016) and self-compassion and negatively associated with narcissism, Machiavelli-
anism, psychopathy (Lee et al., 2013) and self-esteem. 

Finally, multiple regression analysis indicated a small, but significant contribution of VIAIS in ex-
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plaining the life satisfaction variance, above and beyond sociodemographic characteristics and other psy-
chological constructs. Although self-esteem and sociodemographic characteristics explain the largest pro-
portion of variance in the model (Diener et al., 1985), the two humility subscales contributed marginally, 
but significantly to the explanation of the life satisfaction variance. Importantly, however, the contribution 
of modest self-presentation was negative, supporting the assumption that modest self-presentation meas-
ures both humility and behavioral manifestations of low self-esteem. Dispositional humility had a positive 
contribution in explaining life-satisfaction variance, although it was quite small.  

 Taken together, our results suggest that VIA-IS might not be an adequate measure of humility in 
Croatia. First, in contrast to studies conducted in the United States, VIA-IS was found to have a two-factor 
structure in the Croatian sample. In addition, VIA-IS doesn’t seem to encompass all theorized aspects of 
humility. For example, the measure does not include low self-focus (Emmons, 1999; Exline et al., 2004) or 
egalitarian values, acceptance of one’s limitations and shortcomings, intellectual openness (Davis, Worth-
ington & Hook, 2010), nor an accurate view of self and other focus. Given that this construct may still not 
be clearly defined or operationalized (i.e. every humility researcher appears to have their own definition) 
this is not surprising. However, the omission of other focus in VIA-IS appears to be particularly concerning, 
considering that Tangney (2009) and Worthington, Davis and Hook (2016) theorize that it is other focus 
that separates humble people from those with low self-esteem. Further on, maybe humility is, despite the-
ory, not a broad enough construct to explain a large percentage of chosen criterion variance. It theoretically 
overlaps with other constructs such as self-compassion, self-esteem and narcissism that are well-known 
predictors of life satisfaction, so they might be explaining the same part of life-satisfaction variance. Finally, 
maybe humility is not relevant or well understood in the Croatian culture. This construct, taken over from 
individualistic western cultures might require a different operationalization of modest self-presentation in 
the Croatian setting.  

Study contributions and limitations 

Validation of the VIA-IS Humility-Modesty in a Croatian sample is the biggest contribution of this 
study. However, several limitations also need to be mentioned.  Compared to paper-pencil research, online 
surveys are becoming popular because they enable easy access to different populations and have certain fi-
nancial and organizational advantages. However, the community-based sample used in this study (in which 
youth, women and highly educated individuals are overrepresented) is not representative of the Croatian 
population, nor can our results be generalized to the entire Croatian population. Although self-reported 
data is usually affected by self-enhancement, Landrum (2011) suggested that there are no associations be-
tween social desirability and dispositional humility. Furthermore, although this study’s results correspond 
to some of the results reported earlier (such as correlations with other variables), they also suggest that 
there are important differences between our results and those previously reported in the literature. Spe-
cifically, further quantitative and qualitative examinations of the construct should be conducted in order to 
assess the overlap between humility and other, similar construct—in particular low self-esteem. Since there 
still lacks a consensus in the literature regarding the definition of humility, such an approach would con-
tribute to the development of a more appropriate humility questionnaire that can be used both in Croatian 
samples and internationally. 
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Conclusion

Research has shown that humility is relevant in many areas of life, such as strengthening relation-
ships, (Exline et al., 2003), facilitating conflict resolution and forgiveness (Worthington, 2008), effective 
self-control (Baumeister & Exline, 1999), focusing on others (Wright et al., 2016), benefitting group well-be-
ing (Kunz, 2002) and organizations (Owens, Johnson & Mitchell, 2013). The aim of this study was to validate 
a Values in Action Inventory of Strengths Humility-Modesty subscale (VIA-IS; Peterson & Seligman, 2004) 
in a Croatian sample. In contrast to the unidimensionality of the measure that was reported in previous 
studies, factor analysis yielded two distinct factors—modest self-presentation and dispositional humility. 
Both factors were negatively associated with the dark triad (most strongly with narcissism) and positively 
associated with other humility measures assessed in the study. However, modest self-presentation corre-
lated negatively with life-satisfaction, self-esteem and self-compassion, whereas dispositional humility was 
positively associated with these constructs. In the multivariate assessment, both factors were significantly, 
albeit in opposite directions, related to life-satisfaction, over and above sociodemographic characteristics, 
self-esteem, self-compassion, and the dark triad. The percentage of the explained variance was significant, 
although minor, which may be due to a conceptual overlap between behavioral humility manifestations and 
low self-esteem (at least in the Croatian language) or it could be due to the fact that some of the key aspects 
of humility are not included in the VIAIS Humility-Modesty questionnaire. This study’s results show the 
importance of validating constructs across different social settings and call for further research on humility 
in Croatia and internationally.   
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