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A Life Complexity Scale (LCS) and Life Diversity Scale (LDS) were developed to assess 

the richness and diversity of experiences in individuals. In study 1, three hundred and 

fifty mTurk workers completed the LCS and other standard measurements of personality 

to assess the scales validity and correlation. Exploratory Factor Analysis and Structural 

Equation Modeling were used to look into the structure of the scale. Four factors were 

selected according to Scree plot solution and theoretical framework including: 

complexity, basic, uncertainty, and complicated. In study 2, four hundred mTurk workers 

completed the LDS along with other measurements of personality, depression, and social 

support. Exploratory Factor Analysis and Structural Equation Modeling were used to 

explore the structure of the scale finding a single factor solution. The results indicate that 

both scales have good reliability LCS (Omega total = 1.02) and LDS (Omega total = .8). 

The associations with other personality traits are explored and recommendations for 

future research are signaled.
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INTRODUCTION

For some people, who we will describe as basic, every day has the comfort of 

being the same as the one before, there are minimal changes from one day to another. 

These types of people need structure and the stability of knowing what comes next; they 

need the comfort that can be found in a set routine. Under circumstances of great 

complexity, these individuals might become overwhelmed by all the things that might be 

going on all at once. Then there are other individuals who are complex or fabulous, who 

thrive in an environment that is diverse and sometimes unpredictable. No matter how 

seemingly distinct and multifaceted their daily lives are, they are able to integrate 

everything smoothly. Understanding the nature of life complexity and developing a scale 

will allow us to explain how individuals cope with the intricacies of everyday life and 

adapt to the ambiguities that are ever more prevalent in today’s physical and social 

environment. 

 In the last two decades the way we do everyday things has drastically changed 

thanks to the internet and advances in technology. For example, take intimate 

relationships; before it was very likely that you met someone either at a bar or through 

acquaintances, and the pool of partners was somewhat limited. Whereas today, mobile 

devices allow you to download applications to find a partner or simply a fling. The same 

goes for how we search for employment, in the past you had to mail a copy of your 

resume or submit it in person for an interview. Today you have a profile on any of the 

many job boards and networking sites and make yourself available to recruiters and job 

offers often come to you. The traditional sources of media, from tv to radio to printed 



2 

press to cinema, had a hold on the dissemination of information, have not only been 

forced to change but have also evolved. Now there is a massive amount of data that is 

available online thanks to the internet and social media. Everyone now has a space to 

show whatever they like to share, and an audience that is watching. This even changed 

the content of media to reflect the routines of celebrities and everyday people on reality 

shows. Before you just were able to see how you and your local community lived and did 

things, but now your eyes are suddenly open to the lifestyles of people across borders and 

cultures. 

 It seems technology has had the capacity to connect us in ways unimaginable, and 

this is just the beginning. However, these changes have also come with a price tag and 

perhaps a side effect that might have not been foreseen. It is not only the amount of 

material things that people are now able to possess, but as well the clutter of information 

and its dissemination. So, when we think about a complex lifestyle and name it fabulous 

it might be misleading to believe that this is a preferable outcome over a basic lifestyle. 

Our assumptions about a basic vs. complex or fabulous lifestyle don’t stem from 

believing one is better than the other. What we do believe is that undoubtedly these forms 

of lifestyles have their pros and cons. 

 Referring to statistics and causal models, Judea Pearl (2018) quotes political 

blogger Ezra Klein: “Controls give the feeling of specificity, of precision… But 

sometimes, you can control for too much.” We believe in this very fine line lies the 

difference between basic and complex lifestyle. The basic lifestyle is imbued with the 

illusion of control and precision of what is coming next, while the complex lifestyle has 

more freedom, and variability to choose. The preference of the individual for either will 
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in most cases predict their lifestyle. Furthermore, these preferences could vary with the 

demands that arise by the developmental changes that occur in our lifespan. 

Piaget’s Theory of Cognitive Development (1977) proposes that as individuals get 

older, we are able to process different aspects and dimensions of problems and situations. 

The clearest example is how children are easily confused by the conservation problem. In 

this situation children are usually exposed to two containers of the same size filled with 

dyed water. When asked if they have the same amount of liquid they agree. However, 

when one of the containers is filled into a different container that is taller and thinner than 

the original two, children make the mistake of saying that the taller container has more 

liquid. Presumably children are not able to grasp two dimensions, the height of the 

container and the width, instead only focusing on the one that is more salient to them. 

Similarly, it could be argued that because of both physical and cognitive limitations early 

on, individuals share basic life experiences. The difference therefore must lie in the 

environments to which they are exposed by their caregivers, and the socialization process 

inherently tied to their culture or social context. 

Individuals with a basic lifestyle, either by choice or circumstance, might have not 

been exposed to diverse experiences. A basic lifestyle is characterized by a planned 

routine that is predictable and reliable. For instance, a basic individual enjoys having a 

regular schedule, for work, sleep, recreation, and family time. Even when it comes to 

things as going to the same restaurant and ordering the same food every time, these 

simple routines bring them comfort. Trying something different when you are content 

with what you know suffices. Risking being disappointed with an unknown dish is 

unnecessary, when the regular order is satisfying.  In this regard, this same line of thought 

can be extended to other areas of life, such as friendships, occupation, interpersonal 



4 

relationships, and recreation. Presumably this provides basic individuals with a solid 

social support structure in their community as they encounter and strengthen ties with the 

people they regularly associate with. There is after all a certain comfort in what is known, 

even when it is not necessarily functional. 

The same things that make a basic lifestyle reliable and predictable can in some 

instances also be its shortcoming. Perhaps the most obvious result is limiting the 

experiences that individuals may live, and in doing so the knowledge that can be 

acquired. It is not only through experiencing that we learn and grow but also through 

education and reading, which presumably in a basic individual will be related to one 

topic. Moreover it could be argued that basic individuals are more likely to remain in 

dysfunctional situations. In this case regardless of the type of abuse, a basic individual 

knows what is coming, even if it isn’t pleasant. It might be that the thought of what to do 

to get out of a situation might not arise. Perhaps the uncertainty that is tied to doing 

something unknown is too overwhelming. Either way this could result in passiveness that 

perpetuates cycles of dysfunctional situations. 

 Complex individuals on the other hand will be characterized by the richness in 

diversity of their life experiences because of their freedom to choose them. In this 

richness of experience, and presumably knowledge, lies the strength of the complex 

individual. With more experience in diverse domains, complex individuals enjoy the 

flexibility of moving through different situations and even might come to enjoy the 

uncertainty that is inherently tied to the unknown. For a complex individual then it is a 

pleasure to try different restaurants, and dishes. Becoming a usual going to the same spot 

to eat the same dish might seem dull and tedious. This could be true of experiences 

related to work, relationships, family, and recreation, which therefore fuel and motivate 
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the complex individual to actively seek out new experiences. Some of these experiences 

might be gratifying while others disappointing. Nevertheless, the complex individual has 

already thought about the consequences to their choices, leading to more freedom in their 

decision making.   

 With enhanced freedom comes greater variability and responsibility, which may 

be associated with higher stress for complex individuals. Complex individuals might 

enjoy more freedom when deciding who to interact with, what to do, or even what to eat. 

Even though they might enjoy a richer experience they may not be able to establish a 

strong social support. With more varied and diverse interests, they would be less willing 

to be with the same group of people repeatedly at the expense of forming strong ties. 

Furthermore, this freedom is accompanied often by the accountability of the 

consequences of their actions or inactions. This will generate greater stress and 

responsibility on complex individuals as they face the pressure, presumably willingly of 

having a diverse and rich life experience. For instance, when related to occupational 

experience, a complex individual might have diverse and unrelated domains of action. 

They could be in a stable position at a corporate job such as human resources, while 

being an entrepreneur starting their own business. At the same time, they might be 

working in creative projects also as a source of income, such as a photographer. All of 

this immensely enhances the life experiences of complex individuals, but carries the 

burden of heightened stress that basic individuals are not willing to deal with.    

 There are certain things that once seen can’t be unseen, but they can also be 

censored. With such a rich and wide diversity of information, the lifestyles that once were 

simple and straightforward now seem imbued with endless possibilities where anything is 

possible. Depending on how people look at it, this new-found freedom can be inspiring 
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and liberating, but at the same time overwhelming and threatening. The difference must 

lie in individual differences to cope with the complexity that arises from consciously 

reacting to information and the anticipation of what others will do. Being social animals, 

humans have evolved to live in groups where we synchronize in order to function as a 

society. However, throughout history, this synchronization has come from the top ruling 

class, sometimes absolute monarchs that have been able to dominate and rule over the 

people. That changed with events like the American and French Revolutions, and how 

the power was now in the hands of the people. From that moment forward a tension rose 

between those who were trying to hold onto power and the people that now sought to 

claim their inalienable rights.   

 Nevertheless, this tension was also between the people. Those who saw the 

possibilities of freedom as an open door to improve their lives welcomed it and strived 

for it, while those who believed that it was an imminent attack of their lifestyle refused to 

change. These two forces can be conceptualized in a spectrum of life complexity. On the 

one side of the spectrum there are individuals that have basic lifestyles that center on 

what is known and routine. These individuals like things to be clear cut, straightforward 

and simple. On the other end, there are individuals that are highly complex, and their 

lifestyles reflect a richness in diverse experiences. Our scale is intended to assess the 

level of complexity that individuals prefer in their lives. We believe this is different from 

previous research in cognitive complexity (Bieri, 1955; Bieri, 1966; Kelly, 1955; 

Linville, 1985; Suedfeld & Tetlock, 1990; Conway III et al., 2008), in that our scale 

measures the social aspect of everyday interactions of individuals. In this regard, we 

believe that an individual might possess a basic lifestyle, while at the same time being 



7 

cognitively complex, or vice versa. However, cognitive complexity might not necessarily 

determine the level of life complexity. 

If cognitive complexity does not determine or influence life complexity, then 

what are the processes underlying it? We believe that there are key factors that determine 

the level of life complexity of an individual: authorship and resources. If an individual 

was to desire a richer experience in their life, then the first thing they need to do is take 

ownership of their actions that will allow them to explore. It does not suffice to just take 

action into their hands, but also have whatever resources are available, be it material, 

emotional, or cognitive to create rich, diverse experiences. 

For instance, every day we have the choice of what to eat for breakfast, lunch, 

dinner, and the casual snack. In my case, due to dietary restrictions, my menu is 

somewhat limited. Because the responsibility is on me to cook my meals, I will by 

default eat the same menu for days. I simply don’t take the action with the limited 

ingredients I can eat and mix in order to create intricate delicacies. In this regard as a 

cook I am very basic. I may know and enjoy cooking, but when it comes to performing 

the action, I take no authorship on it. On the other hand, a very dear friend who follows a 

very similar dietary regimen takes the ownership of preparing her food. She is also very 

creative in the way she uses her limited resources to put together simply delicious meals. 

I often find myself commenting on her posts on social media about how good it looks, 

and that I wouldn’t mind moving in to eat her food.  

In this regard, we believe life complexity stems from conscious thought and 

action. Therefore, in line with self-determination theory (SDT; Deci & Ryan, 1985a; 

Ryan & Deci, 2000) individuals’ level of autonomy will in part be associated with the 

level of life complexity. Individual’s who are autonomous have experiences that are 
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congruent with their values and most importantly are self-endorsed. With this freedom 

the choices pertaining to behavior and action can then optimize the richness of 

experience. On the other hand, when an individual’s experience is controlled, regardless 

of the source of control, their experiences are constrained.  

 What is Cognitive Complexity? 

 Cognitive complexity has been studied through many perspectives (Bieri, 1955; 

Bieri, 1966; Kelly, 1955; Linville, 1985; Suedfeld & Tetlock, 1990); the common thread 

is the operational definition of complexity as the number of dimensions individuals 

encounter when considering information. Kelly’s theory of the Psychology of Personal 

Constructs (1955) set the fundamental ground on which future research on cognitive 

complexity would be laid. Kelly’s theory has two major assumptions, first to better 

understand man the history of processes through the centuries and not simply the present 

time must be taken into account; and second, that each individual will have a “personal 

way” of contemplating the events to which he or she is witness to in their particular 

lifetime. For Kelly (1955), the universe is integral, with all of its parts being intimately 

related to each other. However, it is only in that which we have present and immediate 

that we are able to relate two situations to each other than a distant third. For instance, we 

can easily associate how I move my fingers to stroke the keyboard in my laptop and type 

some words, but it is hard to find the association of this with the price of milk in 

Colombia. Therefore, the key factor that provides the bond between relationships is time. 

In order to understand life, it must then be seen in the perspective of time in order to 

make any sense of it (Kelly, 1955). 

 Kelly conceived individuals as “man-the-scientist” and as such he posed, they are 

guided by theories they form based on explanations of the universe. As scientist 
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individuals seek to predict and control, yet they will be limited in the way they see the 

world in which they live. In his view, humans create templates that try to fit over the 

reality of their environment. This fit might not always be good, but without them the 

world would appear undifferentiated and homogeneous in which case, man would be 

unable to make sense out of it. These templates are what Kelly (1955) considered a 

construct, a mental representation of the universe, developed by a living thing and then 

tested to the reality of said universe.   

 
Therefore, individuals seek to improve their constructs by increasing the 

repertoire, by altering them to fit better, and by submitting them under higher order 

constructs. The assumption is that the very nature of these constructs is bipolar (e.g. black 

vs. white, dominant vs. recessive, happy vs. sad) and are the foundation to understand 

elements. In this way constructs are used to form predictions, and when these predictions 

are about the immediate happenings, they become more vulnerable to change or revision. 

An individual might believe his or her neighbor is aggressive and hostile, yet every day 

that they encounter them if the neighbor shows evidence of the contrary, saying hi, or 

giving their mail package delivered to their home, etc., the construct of the individual 

towards his or her neighbor will change. However, the investment an individual has on 

the system as a whole, or their dependence on it, will make it less likely for the adoption 

of a more precise construct in the substructure. Sometimes individuals could be hesitant 

to experiment, because they might not be ready to deal with the ambiguity of a result that 

they will have any predictions or control over. In this case the individual who holds the 

construct of their neighbor as aggressive and hostile, is either going to ignore the facts 

that point to the opposite direction of their constructs, or simply avoid contact with their 
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neighbor in order not to change their construct. Therefore, the structures we create are 

what either free us or enslave us. 

 These constructs are used and form the basis for making predictions (Bieri, 1955). 

The better these constructs are at differentiating and discriminating the individual’s 

perception of their environment the greater will be the individuals’ predictive power. 

Therefore, individuals that possess a system of constructs that have high differentiation 

are considered cognitively complex.  A cognitively simple system is one that has poor 

differentiation among persons. 

 Furthermore, Bieri (1961) defined three classes of constructs that explain 

differences in personality of individuals. First, developmental differences, such as age, 

learning environment opportunities, and rate of biological maturation must be taken into 

account to explain individual differences. A clear example in young children is how 

Piaget (1977) describes the development of cognitive abilities in children after reaching 

certain benchmarks in development. In the same manner individuals can be motivated to 

seek environments in which they can further develop skills and be able to integrate them 

to their cognitive system. These developmental differences, however, can be included 

under the next two construct classes: cognitive abilities, and motivational characteristics. 

 Cognitive abilities, the second class of constructs, refers to the individual's 

capacity for discriminating accurately between aspects of his or her environment (Bieri, 

1961). In this way they can respond and detect the nuances that are an inherent part of 

social and nonsocial interactions. Cognitive abilities also include the capacity to come up 

with novel and diverse solutions to problems that could be encountered in everyday 

situations. This ability has a broader scope than what intelligence is traditionally 

conceived and measured. Also influential in individual differences in personality is the 
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motivational characteristics of the person. This third class of constructs is concerned with 

the tendency of individuals to respond to a diversity of stimuli depending on the value 

that these cues have for the them. 

Through these classes of constructs, Bieri (1961) conceptualized cognitive 

complexity as the capacity of individuals to differentiate between their construct system. 

More than just being able to discriminate between their environment and predict behavior 

of others, the more complex individuals should be more versatile in their responses to the 

social environment. However, differentiation is not the only process that has been found 

to define and describe complexity. 

 More recently Suedfeld and Tetlock (1990) developed an integrative complexity 

construct. There are three components to conceptual complexity: first individuals must be 

able to discriminate between stimuli. Say for example if you were cooking a meal you 

need to discriminate between salty and sweet, this would be at the lower level of 

discrimination. However, it would be at a higher level of discrimination to taste how 

much salt to put on a plate. Just as Kelly (1955) and Bieri (1961), the second component 

is differentiation and this refers to the ability to have a broad scope of multiple 

dimensions on which to process information. Staying on the subject of food, let’s say 

chef Lily will look at different dimensions when cooking a meal, such as presentation, 

texture, flavor, composition: this reflects a higher level of differentiation and higher 

complexity. A lower level of differentiation will then only look at one of those 

dimensions when cooking a meal, so an ordinary person might only care about flavor and 

not the other aspects of the food. 

This process of differentiation is necessary for the third component of conceptual 

complexity, integration, but does not suffice. For integration to occur there must be 
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connections established between the differentiated dimensions or perspectives. Therefore, 

when a chef Lily cooks a meal and looks what are the best ingredients that will allow to 

elaborate a plate that has the right flavor, the texture and finally presents the plate, she is 

creating connections between the different dimensions in order to create a masterpiece. 

Beyond integration Suedfeld and Tetlock (1990) also explore state complexity; 

which is the level of differentiation and integration at a given situation and context, 

which relates to a broad variety of interpersonal, environmental, (such as fatigue, stress), 

accountability, and audience characteristics. In other words, it is not only necessary that 

individuals have the capacity to differentiate and integrate, but also the demands of the 

situations and the context are important in determining the level of complexity the 

individual possess. Therefore, chef Lily might have all the differentiation and integration 

of multiple dimensions when it comes to food preparation, but if she is tired after a long 

day of work, she might just get home and prepare herself a grilled cheese sandwich. In 

terms of the degrees of differentiation and integration then, complexity is assessed, 

however, integrative complexity does not concern itself with the explicit content. This 

can prove problematic as an item could potentially score at the same level of complexity, 

when indeed it could be complex but for different reasons. 

 In order to capture this finer measure of complexity Conway III et. al. (2008) 

developed a multiple complexity model as a supplement to integrative complexity. In 

previous research on integrative complexity, an informal distinction had been made 

between the complexity that allowed alternative viewpoints and that which served only a 

dominant viewpoint (Tetlock & Tyler, 1996). Conway III et al. (2008) extended on this 

research to develop the constructs of dialectical complexity and elaborative complexity. 
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Dialectical complexity implicitly recognizes that there are different perspectives 

or dimensions are related to a central topic. Usually, this type of complexity involves 

markers that show a recognition that a given idea has multiple, at times competing 

perspectives, and qualitative evaluation. Let us then go back to chef Lily, and how she 

feels about butter. If she were to possess dialectical complexity, she would make pros and 

cons about the use of this ingredient, perhaps saying how butter adds flavor to all the 

foods she prepares and is a key ingredient to all her recipes. At the same time, being 

aware about the adverse problems of using too much butter, and also to taking into 

account dietary restrictions of her patrons. This type of complexity is different from 

elaborative complexity in which it recognizes that there are at times competing 

information between distinct dimensions related to a single topic and by doing so this 

topic is then developed and defended in a complex way. 

In elaborative complexity there will be varied ideas that are differentiated, which 

show the same valence that is important to the one topic. This single topic is a dominant 

theme from where diverse and different sources are created. In the event then that chef 

Lily possessed elaborative complexity she would only make the case in a complex way 

for one side of the arguments for or against the use of butter, but not both. Different 

psychological processes might produce certain patterns of more dialectical or elaborative 

complexity, among them the press for accuracy. Other internal factors such as the 

organization of self-knowledge can also be influential in the levels of complexity. 

 Linville (1985) proposed a model of self-complexity, which holds assumptions 

about the cognitive representations of the self. In the same line of cognitive complexity, 

self-complexity entails greater number of organized, relatively independent aspects of 

self-knowledge. Linville’s model assumes, first of all that the self is represented by 
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multiple aspects. Self-representations may include information about specific events and 

behaviors or generalization, such as roles or traits. Chef Lily might think of herself based 

on her social roles as a mother, worker, as an artist, as entrepreneurial. Second, these 

aspects may have different valence in affect --people may feel good about themselves in 

some regards and not others. In this regard chef Lily might feel or place more importance 

in her self-representation as a mother than a worker. Third, people will vary in the 

complexity of self-representations. Self-complexity is based on the number of distinct 

aspects individuals use to cognitively structure knowledge about the self and how close 

or distant they are related. For Linville (1985), the greatest degree of complexity came 

when the aspects of the self were multiple and independent of each other. Different from 

other conceptualizations of complexity where differentiation and integration work 

together to generate higher levels of complexity. In other words, chef Lily would be 

considered to have high self-complexity if she thought about those aspects of herself as 

mother, worker, artist, and entrepreneurial as independent from each other. If chef Lily 

were to fail in some regards as an artist, it wouldn’t influence her appraisal as a mother or 

an entrepreneur. However, if chef Lily were to perceive a degree of relatedness between 

these aspects, the feeling of loss in one of them will flow to the others. Finally, overall 

emotion  and self-evaluation are computed by taking the weighted average of the emotion 

and self-evaluation linked with specific aspects. For instance, Chef Lily might, not 

necessarily consciously, average her feelings about the different self-aspects, sometimes 

weighing in some more than others (e.g. mother over artist).   

 From all of these different conceptualizations of complexity a common thread 

emerges, in which differentiation is part of an essential process to determine the level of 

complexity. Generally, individuals with higher differentiation are considered more 



15 

complex, whether it is regarding to cognition, information processing or self-knowledge. 

From this perspective a variety of assessments have been developed to measure level of 

complexity. However, to our knowledge there isn’t a scale that measures the level of life 

complexity as we conceptualize it.   

 Measures of Cognitive Complexity 

 Early assessments of cognitive complexity were done through Kelly’s (1955) 

Role Construct Repertory Test (Rep Test). In this procedure the participants first name a 

number of people in their lives. Then they are asked to consider three of these at a time 

and make a choice as to in which ways they differ and are alike from the third. This 

allows for personal constructs to be used to make sense of each individual they 

previously mentioned. Then they are asked to do the same for other triples of people. 

Once a number of constructs has been produced, the participants are asked to mark the 

other elements to which the constructs also apply. This yields a matrix that represents 

how individuals perceive and differentiate their social environment. Similar tests have 

been developed that have as well measured complexity which calculate the number of 

constructs individuals use to differentiate stimuli. 

 A second form of measurement for cognitive complexity has been through the 

rating of text, whether archival or of samples of writing or speech. In the 

Sentence/Paragraph Completion Test Schroder et al. (1967) asked individuals to write 

brief essays based on a stem of a relevant social issue or a domain of decision making. 

Baker-Brown et al. (1992), when scoring for integrative complexity, had skilled coders 

review texts for differentiation and integration. More recently Conway III et al. (2008) 

supplemented the coding for integrative complexity to differentiate between dialectical 

and elaborative complexity. 
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 The aim of this research is to develop a life-complexity scale that is validated and 

tested for predictive validity in two studies. We believe that life complexity will be a 

continuum from basic to complex as cognitive complexity. However, there is partial 

evidence regarding complexity as a personality construct trait seems to be explained by 

several factors and not a general underlying one (Vannoy,1965). Participants will be 

mTurk workers, who have 95% approval rating on previous projects. Although Amazon 

workers are not representative of the US population the quality of the data collected is 

comparable and up to par with that of college samples (Paolacci & Chandler, 2014). We 

hypothesize that life complexity will be defined by a continuum individuals’ preference 

for complexity to simplicity. Individuals who score high on complexity will be 

characterized by their freedom of choice, flexibility, fluidity and diversity in the richness 

of their life experiences. Individuals on the other end of the spectrum will be 

characterized by more rigid life structure that will limit their experiences, and preference 

for simplicity. 

Along with validating the life complexity scale, in Study 1 individuals will 

complete standard psychological scales aimed at measuring different facets of 

personality. These scales include: The Ten-Item Personality Inventory (TIPI; Gosling, 

Rentfrow, & Swann, 2003), the Index for Autonomous Functioning scale (IAF; 

Weinstein, Przybylski, & Ryan, 2012), and the tightness looseness scale (Gelfand et al., 

2011) to determine their correlation.  

The TIPI (Gosling, Rentfrow, & Swann, 2003) is a ten-item questionnaire to 

assess the Big-Five personality dimensions. Each item has two descriptors, separated by a 

coma and they following the stem: “I see myself as:”. The items are rated on a Likert 

scale ranging from 1 (disagree strongly) to 7 (agree strongly). We believe there will be a 
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weak to moderate association between agreeableness, openness, and conscientiousness 

with the complex dimension. These characteristics are relevant when integrating 

differentiated domains of life experiences. In regards to extraversion, we believe there 

will be either a small or no association with complexity. Extending on previous findings 

on self-complexity as a life-stress buffer (Linville, 1985; Smith & Lawrence, 1993), we 

expect a positive weak to moderate association with emotional stability.  

We also believe that complex individuals are more likely to function 

autonomously. To test this hypothesis, we use the Index of Autonomous Functioning, 

which provides an assessment of autonomy based on three facets: authorship/self-

congruence (examples of the items include: “My decisions represent my most important 

values and feelings” and “I strongly identify with the things I do”), interest-taking(“ I 

often reflect on why I react the way I do” and “I like to investigate my feelings”), and 

susceptibility to control (“I do things in order to avoid feeling badly about myself” and “I 

do a lot of things to avoid feeling ashamed”). Items are rated in a Likert-type scale with 1 

= “not at all true”, 2 = “a bit true”, 3 = “somewhat true”, 4 = “mostly true”, and 5 = 

“completely true”. The first facet, authorship, measures the degree to which individuals 

have authorship and congruence in their behaviors and values. We believe complex 

individuals will have a moderate to strong association with authorship as they are 

consciously selecting their environments and experiences. Interest-taking, an aspect of 

autonomy is the tendency to openly ruminate on events both exterior and interior to the 

self.  We expect complex individuals to have a weak to moderate association with 

interest-taking as they will be aware of the consequences and outcomes of events. 

Finally, the third facet of the IAF measures autonomy by assessing the absence of 

internal and external pressures as motivators of behavior. We believe complex 
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individuals will have a moderate to strong negative association with susceptibility to 

control, as their actions are the result of their choosing and not due to internal or external 

pressures.  

  To extend on this hypothesis we used the Tightness-Looseness scale that 

assesses how pervasive social norms are, imposed, and clearly delineated in nations. Six 

items are used to this purpose which include: “There are many social norms that people 

are supposed to abide by in this country” and “People in this country almost always 

comply with social norms.” The items are rated in a Likert-type scale ranging from 1 = 

“strongly disagree”, 2 = “moderately disagree”, 3 = “slightly disagree”, 4 = “slightly 

agree”, 5 = “moderately agree”, and 6 = “strongly agree”. We believe there to be a weak 

to moderate association with complexity. While we believe complexity stems from 

freedom and fluidity in differentiated life domains, in order to do so smoothly and fluidly 

we believe order is important.  

Finally, Study 1 asks the level of education to assess the relationship between life 

complexity and SES. While expect a weak to moderate positive association of education 

with life complexity, which may allow for more disposition of resources does not 

translate to freedom, a key element for life complexity. The mere fact of being exposed to 

diverse and distinct experiences does not imply the adoption of them.     

In Study 2 a life diversity scale was developed. The scales developed on Study 1 

can be considered a subjective experience scale of life complexity. The wording of the 

questions and participants’ responses reflects their perceptions and feelings about their 

lives, which might not necessarily reflect their social reality. In order to assess individual 

life diversity, a separate scale was developed that asks concrete questions about everyday 
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experiences individuals have and its association with the Life Complexity Scale 

developed in Study 1. 

Furthermore, Study 2 looked at how the Life Diversity and Life Complexity scale 

predict health-care habits of individuals. We believe individuals possessing high life-

complexity dimension will be more likely to take a multidimensional approach to health 

care. For instance, we predict that a person with high life complexity will take control of 

self-care through multiple dimensions (e.g.,  medical checkups, an appropriate diet, and 

exercise). To assess habits of self-care we developed a health care questionnaire that 

included items related to exercise (“I enjoy playing different kinds of sports in order to 

get exercise actively”), diet (“I am particular about the foods I eat in order to have a 

balanced diet”), and medical checkups (“Once a year I visit my primary care physician 

for a physical exam.”). These items were paired with a Likert-type scale from 1 = 

“Disagree Strongly’, 2 = “Disagree Moderately”, 3 = “Disagree Slightly”, 4 = “Neither 

Agree nor Disagree”, 5 = “Agree Slightly”, 6 = “Agree Moderately”, 7 = “Agree 

Strongly” .  

Study 2 also checked the correlates between Life Diversity and Life Complexity 

scales and life history strategies (Figueredo et al., 2006; Giosan, 2006).  Life History 

Theory (LHT) states that the resources an individual possesses are finite, and therefore 

must select how they allocate energy to solve a particular fitness-relevant task, usually 

resulting in a tradeoff. Individuals with high-K strategy are long-term thinking, 

committed to long-term relationships, have higher parental involvement, have a greater 

social support network, are more careful when considering high risk behavior, and adhere 

to social rules.  
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The Mini-K Short form of the Arizona Life History Battery (Mini-K; Figueredo, 

et al 2006) and the High-K Strategy Scale (HKSS; Giosan, 2006) were used to assess Life 

History strategy. The Mini-K is an inventory of 20 items including: “I avoid risk taking” 

and “While growing up, I had a close and warm relationship with my biological mother.” 

These items are rated in a Likert-type scale from -3 = “disagree strongly”, -2 = “disagree 

somewhat”, -1 = “disagree slightly”, 0 = “don’t know / not applicable”, +1 = “agree 

slightly”, +2 = “agree somewhat”, +3 = “agree strongly”. The HKSS has a total of 26 

items including: “I have good health benefits for my family and me” and “I don’t have 

major medical problems.” The items are rated in a Likert-type scale from -2 = “strongly 

disagree”, -1 = “disagree”, 0 = “neither agree or disagree”, +1 = “agree”, +2 = ”strongly 

agree”. We believe there could be a relationship between life strategies and level of life 

complexity. More specifically higher life complexity could lead to high-K thus 

individual’s will take slow life strategies. However, we are open to the findings of the 

proposed research and that the relationship might be opposite to what we hypothesize. 

Life complexity involves integration and differentiation. Complex individuals are 

presumably able to integrate distinct life domains into higher level identities to have 

richer experiences. According to action identification theory (Vallacher & Wegner, 

1987), there are different levels of identities in a hierarchy that actions can take. They 

range from low-level identities that are concrete and specific regarding one’s actions to 

high-level identities that are concerned with why or to what are the effects of one’s 

actions. The level of an action identity depends on the identity it is compared with, for 

instance “eating a burger” is higher level than “biting” although it might be considered 

lower identity with “getting full.” Nevertheless, individuals when asked about their 

actions often identify their actions in a single way. In Study 2 we look into the 
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relationship of the life complexity scales and the behavioral identification form (BIF; 

Vallacher & Wegner, 1989), which assesses level of action identification. The BIF 

includes a list of actions, for instance: “reading” and participants are asked to select the 

best choice that identifies the action for them, “following lines of print” or “gaining 

knowledge.” We believe individuals who score high on life complexity scale will be 

more likely to score high on action identifications. Individuals high in life complexity are 

concerned with the meaning and implications of their actions in high levels and not 

necessarily stopped by the minutia in the details of actions. For instance, chef Lily when 

thinking about preparing a feast for 300 people might not be concerned about chopping 

onions, or peeling potatoes, but rather creating an exquisite meal. 

Another important aspect to life complexity is freedom to choose, to act, to 

believe, and to do so having distinct concepts in consideration even if they are 

contradicting. If that is the case then there should be a negative correlation with 

dogmatism. Altemeyer (2002) defined dogmatism as “relatively unchangeable, 

unjustified certainty” and with this conceptualization developed the 20-item DOG scale 

(Altemeyer, 2002). Items in this inventory include: “My opinions are right and will stand 

the test of time.” and “If you are ‘open-minded’ about the most important things in life, 

you will probably reach the wrong conclusions.”  We believe there should be a moderate 

to strong negative association between complex and dogmatism. Individuals who are 

complex are more likely to seek and consider reasons instead of following imposed 

norms. In this regard complex individuals should be less likely to follow beliefs that are 

unjustified.  

Additionally, participants were asked to answer questionnaires aimed at assessing 

perceived social support. At the beginning of this paper we made certain assumptions 
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about complex and basic individuals. Among them their social networks and support to 

be weaker in complex individuals. In order to test this, we used the Interpersonal Support 

Evaluation List (ISEL; Cohen, S. et al 1985) to explore the association, if any, with life 

complexity. Items in this measure include “I feel that there is no one I can share my most 

private worries and fears with.” and “I don’t often get invited to do things with others” 

These items are rated in a Likert-type scale from 1 = “definitely false”, 2 = “probably 

false”, 3 = “probably true”, 4 = “definitely true”. We believe the distinct nature of 

experiences and contexts associated with life complexity makes it difficult to develop 

strong ties.  

Research on self-complexity has found evidence on the benefits of complexity as 

a buffer for stress and positive for overall well-being. If these findings extend to life 

complexity then higher complexity could be associated with well-being outcomes. 

However, this would be true only when life complexity matches the preference for 

complexity. Through the Center for Epidemiological Studies – Depression Scale (CESD; 

Radloff, 1977), we assessed depression. This scale includes items such as “I felt 

depressed” and “I could not get going” paired with a Likert-type scale from 0 = “rarely or 

none of the time (< 1 day)”, 1 = “some or a little of the time (1-2 days)”, 2 = 

“occasionally or a moderate amount of time (3-4 days)”, and 3 = “all of the time (5-7 

days)”. A higher score in this scale indicates higher symptoms of depression. 

In order to better able assess personality dimensions than Study 1, the Big Five 

Inventory - 2 Short Form (BFI-2-S; Soto, C. J., & John, 2017) and items from the 

International Personality Item Pool (IPIP; Goldberg, L. R., 1999) were used, specifically 

the anxiety subscale from the CAT-Personality Disorder Scales Static Form (CAT-PD-

SF, v1.1) and liberalism. The BFI-2-S includes 30 items with six items for each of the 
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Big-Five personality dimensions. This allows us for better assessment of personality and 

to compare the findings of Study 1 with Study 2. Other items included from the IPIP 

included “Believe in the importance of art.” and “Tend to vote for liberal political 

candidates.” to assess liberalism. Finally, items from the CAT-PD-SF subscale of anxiety 

were included in study 2 (“Feel my anxiety overwhelms me”, and “Panic easily”). This is 

done to explore the association of life complexity, anxiety and liberalism.   

 Overall with these two studies we hope to set the foundational groundwork to 

develop research in life complexity. We believe our research could have far reaching 

implications in today’s fast paced and constantly changing social reality and 

environment.
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 STUDY 1: METHOD

Participants 

 Four hundred eighty-five adult online respondents were recruited from 

Mechanical Turk through a HIT posted on TurkPrime. Three hundred sixty-one actually 

completed the entire questionnaire and were considered for the data analysis. They were 

158 females, 202 males and 1 unspecified, ranged in age from 19 to 85 (M = 33.63; SD = 

10.75). These participants were compensated fifty cents for their participation. 

Respondents were selected to be from the geographical area of the United States 

exclusively. This sample size ensures sufficient power for data analysis, while also being 

proactive against any possible attrition. 

Materials and Procedure 

 Individuals completed all the 91 items in the Life Complexity Scale that has been 

designed. Instructions stated: “We appreciate your interest in participating today in our 

study. The focus of this study in learning people’s preferences and ideology. Participation 

in this study is completely voluntary. You may withdraw at any time and you will still be 

compensated. The study should take about 30 minutes to complete. You will be asked to 

rate different ideas and situations that you may encounter in everyday life. We will ask 

you to provide your Twitter account to access samples of your writing to get a feel of 

your interest and ideas. If you have any questions or concerns you can contact David 

Goldsztajn Farelo at dgoldszt@fau.edu. We appreciate your time and participation and 

for this you will be remunerated with .50 cents.” The items were paired with a Likert-
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type scale with 1 = “Disagree Strongly’, 2 = “Disagree Moderately”, 3 = “Disagree 

Slightly”, 4 = “Neither Agree nor Disagree”, 5 = “Agree Slightly”, 6 = “Agree 

Moderately”, 7 = “Agree Strongly”. Items were designed to represent different aspects of 

complexity and the preferences of individuals for complexity: Feeling lost, not 

understanding, alienation (example items from the initial pool include: “I  often do not 

understand what is going on around me. ”); Preference for Simplicity (“ I like simple 

truth”; Preference for Certainty (“I like to know exactly what to expect”); Complexity of 

Pattern of activities (“My life is simple”) ; Autonomy (“I like to make decisions 

concerning myself, even in difficult matters”); Lifestyle (“I get bored when things are 

repetitive and predictable.”); Social (“My friends have very diverse interests and I hang 

out with them separately based on the common interests we share.”); Cognition (“When it 

comes to important issues I usually consider multiple perspectives.”); Object (“I prefer to 

work on my own devices and fix them whenever they have an issue.”); and Fear (“I am 

afraid of change.”). 

In addition to our complexity scales individuals took other standard measures of 

personality to determine that our current scales are not overlapping with other concepts, 

and how it might be related to other constructs. For this purpose, individuals completed 

standard psychological scales aimed at measuring different facets of personality which 

include the Ten-Item Personality Inventory (Gosling, Rentfrow, and Swann, 2003), the 

Index for Autonomous Functioning (IAF) scale (Weinstein, Przybylski, and Ryan, 2012), 

and finally the tightness looseness scale (Gelfand et. al. 2011) (see Appendix A for a list 

of all materials of Study 1).  These scales are standard psychological measures that will 

involve answering questions individuals might encounter on a daily basis. 
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Results   

The purpose of Study 1 is to develop a Life Complexity Scale and validate the 

hypothesis that the structure life of complexity is a continuum from basic to complex. In 

order to investigate the structure of our measure, both exploratory factor analysis and 

structural equation modeling were conducted. Very Simple Structure (VSS; Revelle & 

Rocklin, 1979), Horn’s Parallel Analysis (Horn, 1965), Eigen values, and Scree plot were 

used to determine the number of factors with consideration to the theoretical framework 

that we presented in the introduction. Finally, McDonald’s Omega (McDonald, 1999) 

was calculated to test the reliability of the scale. 

 The Very Simple Structure indicated a three-factor solution, Horn’s Parallel 

Analysis suggested a five-factor solution and Eigen Values suggested an eight-factor 

solution. Finally, Scree plots suggested a four-factor solution (see Figure 1). When 

comparing different factor solutions, the four-factor solution had the best fit with our 

hypothesized structure for complexity. From the results of the exploratory factor analysis, 

the items that had no cross loadings in other factors and which had a loading higher than 

.4 (See Table 1) were selected to develop the final model. The correlation between factors 

ranged from -.10 to .29 (see Table 2).  

Factor 1, which we termed Overwhelmed by Complexity, is mostly composed of 

items that indicate individuals high on this dimension are overwhelmed with complexity. 

Items include “I often do not feel included in what people around me are doing” “I often 

feel lost with respect to what I should do” “I often feel confused by conflicting demands”, 

and “I often feel overwhelmed with too much information” among others. Individuals 

high on this dimension find things complicated and are easily overwhelmed, a 

characteristic we had hypothesized would be part of the basic dimension. However, 
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because there are small correlations between the factors, we cannot conclude that this is a 

unique characteristic to this dimension or for that matter the rest of the factors.  

The second Factor, which we termed Enjoying the Unknown, is related to the 

preferences of dealing with uncertainties and surprises. Items in this factor include “I like 

uncertainties and surprises”, “I enjoy not knowing what is coming next”, and “I like 

being surprised to see what my day will be like tomorrow”. This factor is related to 

Overwhelmed with Complexity (r = .2). However, we believe a key difference between 

them is that individuals high in the Enjoying the Unknown domain, actually seek the 

stimulation from diverse experiences.  

A third Factor, which we termed Preference for Freedom, shares some 

characteristics of complexity and what we believe are the tools to construct life 

complexity. Some of the items in this factor include “When it comes to important issues, 

I usually consider multiple perspectives”, “I like to make decisions concerning myself, 

even in difficult matters.”, and “Freedom of my thought and action is one of my own 

most important values”. These items support our hypothesis describing the complex 

individuals have a sense freedom and of authorship in their behaviors and actions. 

Moreover, they also can be taken as evidence that individuals hold a form of dialectical 

complexity as individuals high on this dimension are able to recognize competing aspects 

of situations that may arise.  

Finally, Factor 4, which we termed Keep it Basic, represents individuals who 

have preference for simple and clear things. The items in this factor include “World 

would be better off, if everyone would follow rules and orders rather than their own 

ideas”, “Simple truth is much better than figuring out different reasons”, and “I like clear 
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and simple language”. Individuals high in this dimension have a preference to  follow a 

set order whether self-imposed or external.  

This factor is associated with Preference for Freedom (r = .24). This leads us to 

believe that while these two factors might share characteristics, they are very distinct in 

other aspects. Individuals high in the Keep it Basic domain might have an association 

with their level of authorship and sense of autonomy, however this will be based on 

outside pressures. Therefore, they are likely to believe in what they are doing and feel 

authorship, but they’re doing so to follow the pressures of an imposed order. Individuals 

in this dimension will have a sense and preference for order to in life experiences. This 

order we predict makes them less willing to be open to experiences. However, this does 

not imply a positive association with conscientiousness or agreeableness. Individuals 

high in this domain follow orders, or external pressures, but there should be no 

association with how well they get along or how considerate they are with others.  

From these factors a Structural Equation Model was developed with factors that 

loaded higher than .97. The four factors were: Keep it Basic (M =14.68; SD = 3.66); 

Preference for Freedom (M = 27.53, SD = 4.59); Enjoying the Unknown (M = 12.73; SD 

= 4.54); and Overwhelmed with Complexity (M =24.8; SD = 9.01).  This model is a good 

fit for the data, the Normative Chi-square for the model was 2.24, the Comparative Fit 

Index (CFI) = .930; Tucker-Lewis Index (TLI) = .916; root-mean-square error of 

approximation (RMSEA) = .063; the Standardized Root Mean Square Residual (SRMR) 

= .067.  

To test the reliability of the instrument the coefficient omega was calculated 

(McDonald, 1999). Coefficient Omega is defined by the ratio of the variance due to a 

common general factor, to the total variance of a variable from the sample (McDonald, 
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1999). Literature in psychometrics has consistently shown coefficient Omega to be a 

better index of internal consistency, when compared with Cronbach’s alpha and other 

measures (Zibarg et al, 2005, 2006, 2007; Raykov, 1997). This is in part due to four key 

properties of omega. First, omega makes a smaller and more realistic assumptions than 

alpha. Second, with omega it is less likely to run into problems of attenuation and 

inflation of internal consistency. Third, using ‘omega if item deleted’ in a sample makes 

it more likely to result in a more accurate estimate of the population reliability, when 

removing an item from the scale. Finally, when  calculating Omega and a confidence 

interval it shows better the variability in the estimation process.  

There are two types of Omega coefficients: Omega Hierarchical, and Omega 

Total. The Omega Hierarchical coefficient explains the variance explained and reliability 

of a general factor in a scale. Omega Hierarchical should therefore be considered when a 

factor solution to a scale is explained by a general factor. For instance, in a scale 

assessing verbal, mathematical, and creative abilities Omega Hierarchical will be an 

index of the extent to which these items measure a general factor, in this case 

intelligence. The coefficient Omega total measures the total variability explained by the 

different items of the scale. In a multidimensional scale, which is usually the case for 

most psychometric scales, Omega Total will be a better index of reliability as it will 

provide the sum of all the different subscales.  

In R, an open source software, it is possible to calculate the Omega coefficient 

from structural equation model, as long as the model has a good fit. Since this is the case 

for our model, with the function omegaFromSEM in R we calculated Omega Total, and 

Omega Hierarchical (see Figure 2). Using the confirmatory model from SEM, Omega 

total = 1, and Omega Hierarchical = .35.  Taken together, this are indexes that the 
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multidimensional factors are reliable measures on their own, and only a small portion 

(35%) of the variance is explained by a general factor. Further evidence of the 

multidimensionality of our scale. 

With the structural equation model, we constructed scales for each of the four 

factors by summing the total scores of their items. These scores were correlated with the 

other personality assessments (see Table 3).  

Consistent with our expectations, the Preference for Freedom factor had a strong 

positive association with IAF Authorship/self-congruence (r = .54, p < .001), and a weak 

negative relationship with IAF Susceptibility of Control (r = -.11, p < .001), indicating 

that individuals high in the Preference for Freedom dimension are more likely to have 

control over their actions and behaviors. They are not simply bystanders of situations and 

opportunities that may arise, but they are their authors. The correlations with the Big-5 

traits were moderate ranging from .19 to .38. This factor did not relate to extraversion, p 

> .05 and had the highest correlation with TIPI Agreeableness (r = .38, p < .001) 

followed by TIPI Openness (r = .33, p < .001) and TIPI Conscientiousness (r = .31, p < 

.001). As expected, these associations taken together are a sign of order in their life 

experiences.  Preference for Freedom is not defined by the disposition of individuals to 

be more interactive with others or reserved. Any individual at any spectrum of that 

dimension can have rich life complexity. This factor has a weak positive association with 

the Tightness-Looseness scale (r = .33, p < .001). This is further evidence that individuals 

high in the complex dimension have a sense of order and the norms in their social 

context.  

Enjoying the unknown, a characteristic we expected of life complexity, stands as 

its own factor. As expected, this factor, had a moderate positive association with IAF 
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Susceptibility to control (r = .42, p < .001), TIPI Extraversion (r = .37, p < .001) and IAF 

Interest Taking (r = .34, p < .001). We interpret these associations as indicators of the 

dependency of behavior on external control. Individuals high in this dimension, are likely 

to adapt to changes, rather than taking control of the situation. Their behaviors and 

actions are more likely due to responses to these cues. This factor also had moderate 

negative associations with TIPI Conscientiousness (r = -.35, p < .001), and TIPI 

Agreeableness (r = -.25, p < .001), indicating that individuals high on this dimension will 

have a tendency towards disorder in their life experiences. It is worth noting that there is 

no relation to emotional stability or openness, p > .05. This indicates that, although more 

likely to be disorganized, Enjoying the Unknown does not relate to neuroticism. This 

could be due in part that there is still a sense that they respond to these environmental 

cues because they choose to do so.  

However, this was the not case with the Overwhelmed with Complexity factor. 

This factor had strong  negative associations with TIPI Emotional Stability (r = -.52, p < 

.001), TIPI Agreeableness (r = -.42, p < .001), TIPI Conscientiousness (r = -.55, p < 

.001), TIPI Openness (r = -.33, p < .001), and IAF Authorship/self-congruence (r = -.18, 

p < .001). Individuals high in this dimension are overwhelmed by the complexity of life. 

This dimension is characterized by feeling or perceiving the social context to be ruling 

their behaviors. Even when these are not in line with their values, this perception is what 

leads to their feelings of being drowned by complexity. This is supported by the strong 

positive association with IAF Susceptibility to control (r = .65, p < .001), and a moderate 

positive association with IAF Interest taking (r = .45, p < .001). Individuals high on this 

dimension are more likely to ruminate or constantly check on the cues from the cues of 

their environment and their actions. This tends to be an essential aspect of autonomous 
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behavior, however, in the case of this dimension it is likely that instead of facilitating 

better understanding of their actions and situations, individuals get tangled in their 

reflections. These are indicators that individuals high on this dimension lack a sense of 

autonomy and are more likely to be overwhelmed by the demands of complex 

environments. Moreover, the negative association with IAF Authorship (r = -.18, p < 

.001) is further evidence that a key factor in determining the experience of life 

complexity lies in the sense of having control. In this dimension lack of control leads to 

confusion and becoming overwhelmed by the demands of life.   

Finally, the Basic factor has a moderate positive association with IAF 

Susceptibility to Control (r = .31, p < .001), IAF Authorship/self-congruence (r = .28, p < 

.001), Tightness-Looseness (r = .33, p < .001), and TIPI Extraversion (r = .14, p < .01). 

Indicating that the actions of individuals high on this dimension will be influenced by 

external control source which is however endorsed by them, giving them a sense of 

authorship even if guided by an external order. This is not imposed, but more likely to be 

endorsed by the individual to gain a sense of order, stability, and predictability of their 

environment.  Even if that means limiting their experiences, and following sometimes a 

rigid routine. The weak negative association with TIPI Openness (r = -.24, p < .001) is an 

indicator that individuals high in this dimension will follow this conventional pattern. As 

expected there no relation with agreeableness, emotional stability, or conscientiousness, p 

> .05, evidence of divergent validity. 

We ran correlations to investigate the associations of Education with the Life 

Complexity Scales. Education was assessed by asking participants to answer what was 

the highest level of education they had attained (1 = High School, 2 = Associate, 3 = 

Bachelor, 4 = Masters, 5 = Doctorate, 6 =  Post Doctorate). There was a significant 
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correlation between enjoying the unknown dimension and Education (r = .25, p < .001), 

and Rigidity (r = .19, p < .01). Education had no association with the Preference for 

Freedom dimension. The other associations were weak, for a full list of them see Table 3. 

Although significant this small associations lead us to conclude that level of education is 

not a strong predictor of Life Complexity.  

We conducted four separate One-Way Anovas to analyze gender differences with 

regards to life complexity. The test for gender and enjoying the unknown was significant 

F(1,320) = 20.282, p < .001. Males scored higher on this dimension (M = 13.55; SD = 

4.13) than females (M=11.42; SD = 4.65). There were also significant gender differences 

in the Preference for Freedom dimension F(1,320)=6.717, p < .01. Males (M = 26.86; SD 

= 4.68) scored lower than females (M = 28.33; SD = 4.37). There were no gender 

differences for overwhelmed with complexity F(1,320) = 3.302, p = .07,  although males 

(M = 25.86; SD = 9.06) scored a bit higher than females (M = 23.46; SD = 8.91)  and the 

keep it basic dimension F(1, 320) = 3.596, p = .058, males (M = 14.91; SD = 3.59) and 

females (M = 14.2; SD = 3.86) scored similarly along the scale. 

Finally, it is worth noting that there is a negative association between 

Overwhelmed by Complexity and Age (r = -.12 , p < .01) and Enjoying the Unknown 

dimensions with Age (r = -.18 , p < .001 ). Considering the constant changes in 

developmental demands young adults face it will be easier for them to be overwhelmed. 

Furthermore, the pressures they face, from their peer group, which is necessary for their 

socialization, can prove to be at times unpredictable and devastating. For a full list of 

correlations with the Life Complexity Scales see Table 3. Although some of these weak 

associations are significant, they are not strong predictors of life complexity.  
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Discussion 

Contrary to our expectations, life complexity is multidimensional, and life 

complexity can be experienced in four distinct but related ways.  Four factors were 

identified in our scale: overwhelmed with complexity, enjoying the unknown, preference 

for freedom, and keep it basic.  

Through our scale we identified four dimensions related to the experience of life 

complexity. On one dimensions individuals have a hard time understanding and 

comprehending what is going on around them. Their environments are simply too 

complex and often they find themselves in situations not because of their own choosing 

but because their lives are determined by the whims and the ebb and flow of external 

controls. We have termed this dimension overwhelmed with complexity. A second 

dimension related to the latter one is enjoying the unknown. Individuals high on this 

dimension have a sense of authorship in their actions, however not as strong as the press 

to behave according to external cues is. Therefore, their lives can be at times 

unpredictable, and even at times somewhat overwhelming, but it is because of their own 

choosing. A third dimension, which we have termed Preference for Freedom, is the most 

similar to the concept of cognitive complexity. Individuals high on this dimension have a 

preference for acknowledging and considering even conflicting perspectives in situations. 

Hence their experience is more diverse and richer. It is also characterized by a strong 

sense of authorship in their actions, which tend to be consistent with their values and 

beliefs. The final dimension, keep it basic, shares somewhat this characteristic, but not to 

the same level. While individuals in this dimension are likely to endorse their actions and 

feel a sense of authorship, the relationship to acting in line with external pressures is 
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higher. In this regards they are likely to follow their own beliefs, as long as these are in 

line with their perceived source of external order.  

As expected, moderate correlations with the Big-5 traits were found. Each factor 

had traits to which it did not correlate. This can be taken as evidence of divergent 

validity. Finally, the weak positive association with Tightness-Looseness indicates that 

all four factors identify the social norms prescribed by their social context. 

The first goal of Study 2 is to to examine psychological consequences of  the 

complexity dimensions of life Complexity Scale.  The associations with Dogmatism, Big-

5, wellbeing, social support, and anxiety will be explored. The second goal is to explore  

the real-life consequences of complexity dimensions as measured by the life complexity 

tool. We expect on the basis of the theoretical considerations that life complexity will be 

manifested among others in the diversity of social situations. In order to assess this, we 

developed the Life Diversity Scale. The scale is aimed to assess the diversity of social 

situations in real life.  Furthermore, Study 2 will test the predictive power of behavior of 

our Life Complexity scale with regards to healthcare practices, adjustment problems as 

measured by K scales, and also political preferences on the dimension of liberalism-

conservatism. 
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STUDY 2: METHOD

Participants 

 Five hundred fourteen adult online respondents were recruited from Mechanical 

Turk in through a HIT posted on TurkPrime. Four hundred and nine respondents carried 

out the questionnaire to completion and were considered for the data analysis. They were 

63% female, ranged in age from 18 to 79, and identified with the following ethnic 

diversity: White = 69%, Hispanic = 7%, Asian = 7%, Black = 13%, other or did not 

report = 4%. These participants were compensated fifty cents for their participation. 

Respondents were selected to be from the geographical area of the United States 

exclusively. 

Materials and Procedure 

 Individuals completed all the 8 items in the Life Diversity Scale that was 

designed. Instructions stated: “We appreciate your interest in participating today in our 

study. The focus of this study is learning people’s preferences and ideology. Participation 

in this study is completely voluntary. You may withdraw at any time and you will still be 

compensated. The study should take about 30 minutes to complete. You will be asked to 

rate different ideas and situations that you may encounter in everyday life. We will ask 

provide your Twitter account to access samples of your writing to get a feel of your 

interest and ideas. If you have any questions or concerns you can contact David 

Goldsztajn Farelo at dgoldszt@fau.edu. We appreciate your time and participation and 

for this you will be remunerated with .50 cents.” The items were paired with a Likert-

type scale with 1 = “Disagree Strongly’, 2 = “Disagree Moderately”, 3 = “Disagree 
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Slightly”, 4 = “Neither Agree nor Disagree”, 5 = “Agree Slightly”, 6 = “Agree 

Moderately”, 7 = “Agree Strongly.” The items of the Social Life Complexity Scale where 

developed to assess in a concrete manner the extent to which individuals find themselves 

in diverse and distinct social contexts through their day, and presumably represents a 

richer source of life experiences. Items included: “I have many distinct social roles, in 

which I am active routinely”; “I have multiple jobs that are distinct and unrelated to each 

other.”; “I travel to different places and cultures.”; “I practice different sports to sustain 

an active lifestyle.”; “I speak more than one language on a daily basis.”; “I am actively 

involved in unrelated activities.”; “ I have different circles of friends that are separate 

from each other.”; “I have multiple responsibilities in distinct domains that are 

unrelated.”. 

 At the same time participants were asked to answer a questionnaire aimed to 

assess three different aspects of self-care: exercise, diet, and preventive care. Instructions 

stated: “Please rate the following statements as you best see they fit your life.” The items 

were paired with a Likert-like scale with 1 = “Disagree Strongly’, 2 = “Disagree 

Moderately”, 3 = “Disagree Slightly”, 4 = “Neither Agree nor Disagree”, 5 = “Agree 

Slightly”, 6 = “Agree Moderately”, 7 = “Agree Strongly”. Items assessing participants 

exercise habits included: “I exercise to take care of my health and have a set routine I 

follow on a daily basis.”; items related to diet: “I eat anything I want to as long as it is 

good tasting.”; items related to preventive care included: “Once a year I visit my primary 

care physician for a physical exam.”.  

 In addition to these two instruments and a shortened version of the Life 

Complexity Scale (Omega total = .97), participants were asked to answer questionnaires 

aimed at measuring personality characteristics, depression, and social support. In order to 
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be better able to assess individual’s personality and their correlation to the Big Five 

Inventory - 2 Short Form (BFI-2-S, Soto, C. J., & John, 2017) was used. To measure 

other aspects of personality, items from the International Personality Item Pool (IPIP, 

Goldberg, L. R., 1999) were used specifically the CAT-Personality Disorder Scales Static 

Form (CAT-PD-SF, v1.1) and liberalism.  The Mini-K Short Form of the Arizona Life 

History Battery (Figueredo et al., 2006), the High-K Strategy Scale (HKSS; Giosan, 

2006), the Behavioral Identification Form (BIF; Vallacher & Wegner, 1989), and finally 

the DOG Scale (Altemeyer, 2002) were used (see Appendix B for a full list of materials 

for study 2). 

Results 

In order to investigate the structure of our Life Diversity measure, both 

exploratory factor analysis and structural equation modeling were conducted. Very 

Simple Structure (VSS; Revelle & Rocklin, 1979), Horn’s Parallel Analysis (Horn, 

1965), Eigen values, and Scree plot were used to determine the number of factors.  

The Very Simple Structure indicated a single-factor solution, Horn’s Parallel 

Analysis suggested a single-factor solution, Eigen Values suggested a single-factor 

solution, and finally Scree plots suggested a single-factor solution (see Figure 3). An 

exploratory factor analysis using maximum likelihood and oblique rotation was 

conducted in order to determine the factor structure and loadings. The factors loaded .4 or 

higher were considered for developing the Structural Equation Model (see Table 4). The 

final Life Diversity Scale (M = 19.45; SD = 6.75) model included the items that loaded 

.59 or higher in the exploratory factor analysis. The measures of fit indicated a good fit, 

the Normative Chi-Square = 1.62; Comparative Index Fit (CFI) = .994; Tucker-Lewis 

Index (TLI) = .989; the root-mean-square error of approximation (RMSEA) = .039; the 
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Standardized Root Mean Square Residual (SRMR) = .020. McDonald’s Omega total = .8 

indicating a good reliability of the instrument.  

Life Diversity and Life Complexity Scales 

The Life Diversity Scale has a moderate positive correlation with items in the 

enjoying the unknown dimension (r = .45, p < .001) and a weak correlation with items in 

the Preference for Freedom dimension (r = .13, p < .01). These results are evidence that 

Life Diversity can be experienced in two distinct ways. On the one hand, from 

uncertainty and fluctuating from the situational factors. On the other hand, from order 

and the sense of consciously selecting experiences. There is no relationship between Life 

Diversity and items from the keep it basic and Overwhelmed with Complexity 

dimensions, p > .05. Therefore, the experience of life complexity for this domain cannot 

be attributed to their social reality, but rather to dispositional traits.  

Life Complexity and Healthcare  

In order to assess the relationship between Life Diversity and health care habits 

we first examine the structure of our Healthcare questionnaire. A Structural Equation 

Model was developed based on three factors solution from Scree plot of Eigen Values, 

and Very Simple Structure. They included: exercise (M = 19.75; SD = 7.76), diet (M = 

16.58; SD = 6.08) and preventive care (M = 17.13;SD = 6.29). The Normative Chisquare 

= 3.38; Comparative Index of Fit (CFI) = .927; Tucker-Lewis Index (TLI) = .909; the 

root-mean-square error of approximation (RMSEA) = .77; the Standardized Root Mean 

Square Residual (SRMR) = .063.  From the SEM we calculated the Omega total = .98 

and Omega hierarchical = .38, indicating good reliability for this instrument (see Figure 

4).    
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 Multiple regression was carried out to assess whether Life Diversity and Life 

Complexity Scale are significant predictors of outcomes in our Healthcare questionnaire. 

Analysis were carried out separately for the three subscales of Exercise, Diet, and 

Preventive Care.  

 The R2 = .2046 for the regression model for Exercise and the model was a 

significant predictor of Exercise, F(5, 398) = 21.73, p < .001. Life Diversity was a 

significant predictor of Exercise (B = .424, p < .001), as are Preference for Freedom (B = 

-.326, p = .02), Keep it Basic (B = .389, p < .01), and Enjoying the Unknown (B = .241, p 

< .01). Overwhelmed with Complexity (B = -.053, p = .23) was not a significant predictor 

of Exercise. 

 The regression for Diet model had an R2 = .0714,  and was a significant predictor 

of Diet, F(5, 396) = 7.17, p < .001. Life Diversity was a significant predictor of Diet (B = 

.182, p < .001), as is Keep it Basic (B = .279, p = .01). The other factors were not 

significant predictors of Diet: Preference for Freedom (B = .063, p = .62), Overwhelmed 

with Complexity (B = .060, p = .11) and Enjoying the Unknown (B = .069, p = .341).  

 The regression for Preventive Care model had an R2 =.0672, and was a significant 

predictor of Preventive Care, F(5,398) = 6.81, p < .001. Life Diversity was a significant 

predictor (B = .186, p < .001), as was Keep it Basic dimension (B = .401, p < .001). The 

other factors were not significant predictors of Preventive Care: Preference for Freedom 

(B = .103, p = .43), Overwhelmed with Complexity (B = -.02, p = .6), and Enjoying the 

Unknown (B = .057, p = .44).   

In line with our expectations, individuals high on the Life Diversity dimension are 

more likely to have a diversified approach to healthcare by taking care of exercise, diet, 

and medical checkups. However, this does not translate to the other items from the 
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domains of Life Complexity Scale.  Preference for Freedom dimension was not a 

predictor of any of the Healthcare questionnaire. The only significant predictors across all 

aspects of healthcare is the keep it basic dimension. 

Big-5 and Personality Traits 

In relation to the Big-5 traits Life Diversity has a weak positive association with 

extraversion (r = .29, p < .001), and openness (r = .14, p < .01).  We found a weak 

negative association with negative emotion (r = -.17, p < .001); as for the other traits 

there was no relation. The Life Complexity Scale items had similar associations to those 

of Study 1(see Table 6). There was a negative association between the uncertainty 

domain with the BFI-2-S Agreeableness (r = -.19, p < .001), and BFI-2-S 

Conscientiousness (r = -.15, p < .01). Also, there was a moderate negative association 

between the items from the complicated domain and BFI-2-S (r = -.37, p < .001). This is 

an indicator that introverts are more likely to be overwhelmed by life complexity. Since 

life complexity deals with the stimulation of rich experience this is no surprise that this 

moderate correlation is found.  

CAT-PD-SF and Liberalism 

In regards with the CAT-PD-SF, we conducted correlation with the Life Diversity 

Scale and the Life Complexity Scales. The Life Diversity was not significantly correlated 

with the CAT-PD-SF scale (r = -.04, p >.05). All other items of the Life Complexity 

Scale have associations ranging from -.06 to .58 (see Table 6).  The overwhelmed with 

complexity factor had a strong positive association with CAT-PD-SF (r = .58, p < .001), 

indicating higher levels of anxiety. Individuals high in this domain, fail to understand 

their context and are overwhelmed by it, this results in higher stress and anxiety.  
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A multiple regression was conducted to test whether Life Diversity and the Life 

Complexity Scales are significant predictors of Liberalism. The R2  = .1638, and the 

model was a significant predictor of Liberalism, F(5, 394) = 16.63, p < .001. The 

predicting value of the independent factors showed were all significant except for 

Enjoying the Unknown factor (B = .105, p = .16). Life Diversity was a significant 

predictor (B = .126, p < .001), as were Preference for Freedom (B = .517, p < .001), 

Overwhelmed with Complexity (B = .166, p < .001) and Keep it Basic (B = -.672, p < 

.001). This is an indicator that individuals high in the later domain are more likely to 

endorse more conservative or moderate stance. This is relevant in predicting the way in 

which individuals high in this domain are more likely to prefer to preserve the status quo.  

Dogmatism 

Interestingly there was no association between Life Diversity and dogmatism, p > 

.05. However, there was a weak negative association between items in the Preference for 

Freedom dimension (r = -.25, p < .001) and a weak positive association with items in the 

keep it basic dimension (r = .20, p < .001). Consistent with our expectations, individuals 

high in the keep it basic dimension are more likely to follow order. Most importantly, 

because of the nature of the questions in the DOG scale (Altemeyer, 2002), the order 

followed is without needs to question it. Whereas individuals high in Preference for 

Freedom are likely to reevaluate and question them.  

High-K and Mini-K 

A multiple regression was carried out to investigate if Life Diversity and Life 

Complexity scales are significant predictors of Life History Strategies. To Separate 

analysis were done with High-K and Mini-K scales.  
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The results indicate that Life Diversity and Life Complexity Scale explain 27.49% 

of the variance in the High-K scale, and the model is a significant predictor of Life 

Strategies, F(5, 228) = 18.66, p < .001. Life Diversity is a significant predictor of High-K 

(B = .934, p < .001) for slow life strategies and Keep it Basic (B = 1.326, p < .001) while 

Overwhelmed with Complexity (B = -.707, p < .001) is a predictor of fast life strategies. 

Both Preference for Freedom (B = .503, p = .21) and Enjoying the Unknown (B = .056, p 

= .79) are not significant predictors of High-K.  

The results for Life Diversity and Life Complexity explained 30.72% of the 

variance in the Mini-K scale, and the model is a significant predictor of Life Strategies, 

F(5, 390) = 36.03, p < .001. Life Diversity is a significant predictor of Mini-K (B = .742, 

p < . 001) as are Preference for Freedom (B = 2.008, p < .001), Overwhelmed with 

Complexity (B = -.588, p < .001), and Keep it Basic (B = 2.394, p < .001). Enjoying the 

Unknown (B = .202, p = .284) was not a significant predictor of Mini-K.  

Taken together these are indicators individuals high on Life Diversity seek 

strategies of preservation. It is worth noting that these associations are higher for the keep 

it basic dimension, which is associated with order. It seems individuals high in this 

dimension are clear about the expectations and demands of their environment. However, 

in regards to items in the complicated dimension indicate a negative relationship. Perhaps 

this association is due not necessarily because seeking riskier behavior, but to not 

understanding the demands of life.   

BIF 

Integration is an important aspect of complexity; a higher level of action 

identification will allow for the integration of distinct domains under a higher-level 

identity. Level of action identification has a weak positive association with the Life 
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Diversity Scale (r = .16, p < .001), Preference for Freedom (r = .13, p < .01), and 

enjoying the unknown (r = .15, p < .01). These associations are evidence that indeed a 

higher level of action identification allows for complexity. Presumably individuals high 

in these dimensions are less likely to focus on the specifics and concrete details. This 

however, is likely to be the case for individuals high on the Overwhelmed with 

Complexity domain. This domain has a weak negative association with level of action 

identification (r = -.25, p < .001). Individuals high in this domain may become tangled in 

the concrete details of action. By focusing on these details of action individuals will be 

overwhelmed by them. 

ISEL and Wellbeing  

Initially we expected individuals high on the keep it basic domain to have a 

greater social support. Contrary to our expectations there was no relationship with the 

keep it basic or the enjoying the unknown domain. The measures of perceived social 

support, ISEL, and social life complexity has a weak positive association (r = .11, p < 

.05). This was also the case for items in the Preference for Freedom domain (r = .18, p < 

.001).  It seems Preference for Freedom domain. Therefore, it is not necessary to have a 

settled routine to establish meaningful ties. Especially when these regular ties are not 

necessarily characterized by swift interactions. Furthermore, there was a moderate 

negative association with items in the Overwhelmed with Complexity domain (r = -.45, p 

< .001). Individuals high on this domain are less likely to understand the subtleties that 

are required to establish strong ties in social relationships. It comes as no surprise then 

that their perceived social support is less than those of Preference for Freedom domain. 

Social support has been linked to better outcomes in well-being, as such these 

relationships should also influence the level of depression on these distinct domains. 
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 Regarding depression there was no relationship with Life Diversity or any of the 

items of the Life Complexity Scale, p > .05, except for the Overwhelmed with 

Complexity domain. This domain had a strong positive association with the depression 

index (r = .64, p < .001). Higher scores in the depression scale are indicators of higher 

degree of symptoms of depression and maladjustment. Again, we see repercussions of 

individuals not understanding their social context and measures of adjustment. If 

individuals do not understand and are overwhelmed by their environment, regardless of 

whether it is complex or not, they are likely to be affected to a point where it causes 

feelings of maladjustment. This is key in understanding, who are the individuals who are 

likely to show rebelliousness toward their social contexts. 

SES Measures 

Finally, in relation to income and education, as indexes of SES. In regards to 

income there were three categories participants could select from (Less than $45,000; 

$45,000 to $90,000; and More than $90,000). Participants had six options to indicate 

their highest level of education attained (Some High School; High School; Associate 

Degree; Bachelor Degree; Masters Degree; or Doctoral Degree). The results indicated 

there was a weak positive relationship with Life Diversity. In the case of education, it 

was stronger (r = .28, p < .001) and income (r = .19, p < .001). However, this relationship 

did not extend to other domains of Life complexity except for a weak negative 

association with the basic domain and education (r = -.12, p < .05). Also, a weak positive 

relationship with the uncertain domain and education (r = .11, p < .05). Generally 

speaking, income and education might influence Life Diversity, but are not strong 

predictors of the experience of complexity. It is likely that other factors are at play that 

are more relevant in determining life complexity such as authorship. 
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Discussion 

 The results for Study 2 corroborate on the multidimensional structure of life 

complexity and serve to validate both our scales. We have been able to assess Life 

Diversity, based on distinct contexts and variability of life experiences. The predictive 

power of Life Diversity and Life Complexity Scales to Life Strategies, Healthcare habits, 

and Liberalism. The association with Big-5 personality traits was similar to those we 

found on study 1. Although in some dimensions of Life Complexity stronger 

relationships were found they were in the same direction. This could be in part attributed 

to the greater number of items assessing personality traits. Furthermore, the relationship 

with Dogmatism and SES guide us to rethink and redefine the structure of life 

complexity.
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GENERAL DISCUSSION

 The goal of this paper is to understand the nature of life complexity and develop a 

scale to assess the experience of life complexity by individuals. We have developed two 

scales assessing life complexity and Life Diversity. Furthermore, contrary to our 

expectations life complexity is not experienced in a unidimensional continuum from 

simple to complex. Rather life complexity is characterized by multidimensional 

interrelated factors. We have term these factors: Preference for Freedom, Enjoying the 

Unknown, Overwhelmed with Complexity, and Keep it Basic. We explored the 

associations and predictive power of these factors with other measures of personality, 

preventive healthcare, wellbeing, and social support.  

 We based our initial hypothesis on the literature of cognitive complexity, not only 

by framing life complexity in a unidimensional continuum, but also by our initial 

definition of experiencing life complexity. Our scales go beyond the work on cognitive 

complexity, which mostly focus on differentiation of dimensions and ability to integrate 

them. The results indicate that life complexity can be experienced in three different ways: 

through order and authorship (Preference for Freedom), by letting go and just flowing 

along a stream of experiences (Enjoying the Unknown), or by being overwhelmed by it 

(Overwhelmed with Complexity). Therefore, cognitive complexity is only part of two of 

the dimensions of life complexity (Preference for Freedom and Keep it Basic).  

 The Preference for Freedom dimension of our scale is perhaps the one that closest 

resembles cognitive complexity. Items in this subscale are related to having 

differentiation in thought and engaging in the consideration of multiple perspectives 
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when it comes to situations. It goes beyond just dealing and considering at times 

conflicting information to have an emphasis on the freedom of thought and 

independence. This is confirmed by their strong association with authorship a key 

characteristic of autonomy. Their experiences are then mostly selected and in line with 

their values and believes and less likely to be the result of outside influences. Individuals 

high on this dimension enjoy the experiences they select and are able to integrate them 

seamlessly. They are able to navigate through life smoothly because to a great extent they 

are in charge of which paths to take. 

 This is not the case for individuals high on Enjoying the Unknown dimension. 

Although this dimension has an association with authorship as well, it is not quite strong. 

However, what is strong is the association with susceptibility to control, indicating they 

are more likely to succumb and withdraw autonomy to environmental or situational cues. 

Never the less, they willingly do so to a certain extent. These individuals are likely to 

have more diverse life experiences, but they are more likely to lack the direction. Instead, 

they are likely to take on paths that are available without knowing their end destination, 

and that is ok, even enjoyable. Not knowing what comes next is enjoyable to them, but it 

can also prove to be challenging to handle. Sometimes even overwhelming, but this does 

not translate to maladjustment because they had a say on what their next step is going to 

be. If individuals have at least some form of autonomy and authorship in their actions, 

regardless of the situation they are in, they still have some control to get out of it.  

 When this sense of authorship and autonomy is taken away or absent then things 

get complicated. Individuals on the Overwhelmed with Complexity dimension find 

themselves in this precise position. They are capable of observing life complexity but 

they are overwhelmed by it because they find themselves in it without them choosing to 
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be part of it. Where they are is the result of moving without control through the motions 

of change, which is a constant in todays world. Their experience of life complexity is a 

negative one which leads to maladjustment and feelings of being lost in the world. 

Tangled in the weeds that grow every day to complete tasks that before where simple.  

 Sometimes things can remain simple, by making them. This seems to be the case 

for individuals high on the Keep it Basic dimension. Regardless of how complex life or a 

situation may be, they are more likely to just break it down and understand it in their 

most basic terms. “Build a wall” to keep people out, without consideration of all the 

different reasons that are involved in a situation. They apply this basic thought to 

solutions of the real world and are more likely to believe things would be better if 

everyone obeyed the law, without questioning authority. Dealing with reasons, and 

conscious thought is after all cumbersome and consuming, paraphrasing a Portuguese 

poem; to think, is to walk under the rain, when it starts raining harder. Individuals high in 

this dimension prefer to follow order and they do so willingly with a sense of authorship. 

Therefore, they are less likely to feel lost because no matter how complex a situation may 

be, they will explain it away in its simplest form, keeping it basic.  

  The associations with the Big-5 traits, CAT-PDSF, liberalism and dogmatism 

shed light into the differences in outcomes and experiences in these domains. The results 

from study 1 and study 2 measured the association of the both our scales with the Big-5 

traits and overall the results were similar between the studies.  

For the Overwhelmed with Complexity dimension the negative associations with 

openness, conscientiousness, extraversion, and agreeableness, draw a picture of an 

individual who is hard to get along with. Individuals high on the Overwhelmed with 

Complexity domain will be more set in their ways and less likely to change or try new 
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things and experiences. However, this does not translate into an association with 

dogmatism. Indicating that they are not likely to be blind followers or unquestioning 

social orders. This is in part evident with the positive association with Liberalism. 

Therefore, although they may be upset about change and not get along smoothly with 

others, when it comes to political attitudes they lean towards more liberal views. Also 

they are likely to be disorganized and less concerned with the harmony of working with 

others, in part because they are more likely to be introverts. These traits plus being more 

likely to experience negative emotions makes these individuals less capable of coping 

and dealing with the demands of their environment. 

This is not the case for individuals high on the Preference for Freedom dimension. 

These individuals are able to smoothly navigate through life. In part it is due to their 

capacity to look at different perspectives of situations, which in turns makes them more 

agreeable and conscientious with others. This dimension is also characterized by its value 

to freedom and as such is less likely to follow blindly norms and social orders just for the 

sake of harmony. As such they although they might be ok with the status quo and 

function in a given social context, these are the individuals who are more likely to look 

for change moving forward. This makes them more likely to be liberal or open about 

preferences and experiences with an order that is endorsed based on sound reasons. 

The opposite could be said of individuals in the Keep it Basic dimension. Who are 

more likely to have their believes unquestioned. Individuals high in this dimension limit 

their life experiences because they are simply not comfortable trying new things. At the 

same time the negative association with liberalism, is an indicator that they are more 

conservative. They might favor more a standing social order to preserve the status quo 

than look at different perspectives to be catalysts of change. This is evident with the 
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positive association with dogmatism. Change implies modifying an order that might be 

set in their life experiences and believes to which they simply are less receptive to.  

While order is a characteristic of the previous two dimensions of life complexity, 

this is not the case for the Enjoying the Unknown dimension. Individuals high on this 

dimension tend to be extroverts, but they are not necessarily considerate or get along 

smoothly with others as the negative associations with conscientiousness and 

agreeableness indicates. These individuals enjoy surprises and unplanned activities, 

which comes with a price, not everyone enjoys improvisation. Although through this 

spontaneity they might have a more a greater Life Diversity, but it doesn’t necessarily 

imply smooth interactions. They may clash with others who seek routines and order in 

situations, this lack of order however, is not rooted in a misunderstanding of norms. 

Rather it is a preference to go along with the whims of situations and the spontaneity of 

the moment.  

Two characteristics that lay the foundation for complexity are differentiation and 

integration. From the results of study 2 indicate that higher level action identification 

(Vallacher & Wegner, 1989) is related in this process of integration. Individuals in 

Preference for Freedom and enjoying the unknown domains of life complexity have a 

positive association. Therefore, it is safe to say that individuals high on these domains are 

able to integrate to a certain degree the actions and behaviors they perform to a higher-

level identity.  

Individuals high in the Overwhelmed with Complexity dimension are not able to 

integrate to higher-level identities.  Instead they are more likely to focus on the details 

and are overwhelmed by them. They simply do not understand and place the pieces 

together into a full experience. Whereas individuals high on the Preference for Freedom, 
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will integrate actions from distinct areas and integrate them into a higher-level identity 

that is flexible and open to reevaluation. These differences may explain the differences 

between these dimensions and life history strategies.  

On the one hand, the Overwhelmed with Complexity dimensions is a significant 

predictor of both High-K and Mini-K and can be seen as indicators of the poor outcomes 

that individuals in this dimension have. It is not necessarily that these individuals are not 

interested in things that will preserve them and their keen, but that they can’t attain them. 

If they don’t have a clear understanding of the system, then they are less likely to be able 

to fit in it and work through things. Their lack of comprehension then leads to outcomes 

where they might not have access to things as living in a safe home, or having health 

insurance. This is not to say that individuals high on this domain are victims of an unfair 

system. The fact that they don’t understand the system or their environment clearly 

influences their outcomes.  

 On the other hand, individuals high in the Preference for Freedom dimension is a 

significant predictor of the Mini-K, as well as the keep it basic dimension for both Mini-

K and High-K. These two dimensions have no issue in understanding or being 

overwhelmed by their social context. The Preference for Freedom dimension shows 

better ability to navigate and flow between life experiences. Individuals in the keep it 

basic dimension might not necessarily adapt as well as their counterparts, but in the 

actions, they limit their experience they have a clear understanding of the system or 

context they are in. In both these cases there is order and better outcomes for individuals 

on these dimensions.   

The Overwhelmed with Complexity dimension also has a negative association 

with perceived social support, and positive association with anxiety and depression. This 
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depicts an individual who is isolated, presumably by outside pressures. Individuals high 

in this dimension are overwhelmed by life complexity and have a hard time adjusting to 

it. Whereas this is not the case with the enjoying the unknown dimension, which although 

positively related to the Overwhelmed with Complexity dimension, do not have poor 

outcomes in depression.  

Overall the associations between both Life Complexity and Life Diversity Scale 

indicate better adjustment for higher life complexity. This could be evidenced with the 

findings with its associations with High-K, perceived social support, depression and 

anxiety. It seems as it is a safer bet to invest in distinct domains and diversify. This is 

only true in as much as the individual can actually handle this complexity. Therefore, we 

speculate that there needs to be an optimal fit between the individual’s resources, whether 

cognitive or motivational, with their environment.  

Finally, we hypothesized Life Complexity is a predictor of preventive care from 

different avenues such as exercise, diet and medical checkups. Contrary to our 

expectations the only dimension of life complexity that was consistently a predictor 

across these three factors was the Keep it Basic dimension. Future research should 

address if this is the case because individuals in this dimensions are more likely to have 

prevalence of disease.  

In conclusion our results are evidence supporting our hypothesis that life 

complexity is in part determined by a key factor: authorship. In its absence things get 

complicated, and when present even in small amounts it leads to better adjustment 

outcomes.   

However, when making any firm conclusion caution is required and the present 

study is not free of limitations. If authorship plays such an important role in complexity it 
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would have been ideal that the Index of Autonomous Functioning had been included in 

Study 2. Also, the age and gender of participants should have been included in the second 

study to assess the relationships of age and gender with Life Diversity. Finally, there 

should have been filler questions designed to test inattention or respondent bias.  

One goal of these two studies is an attempt to develop an instrument to measure 

Life Complexity. The current research is evidence of just how elusive complexity is and 

its multidimensional nature (Vannoy, 1965). However, one of the major tasks for the 

future is as Kovarova & Filip (2014) put it is to integrate the different perspectives and 

conceptualizations of complexity by better understanding the concepts of differentiation 

and integration.  This is especially relevant in order to avoid the variability in 

assessments for instance of self-complexity (Rafaeli-Mor & Steinberg, 2002) that have 

translated into conflicting evidence (Koch & Shepperd, 2004; Smith & Cohen, 1993; 

Steinberg et al 2003). 

We operationalized and conceptualized life complexity as the richness of 

experience and diversity, and in doing so we fell short to describe what we actually found 

in Study 1 and Study 2. Life used to be predictable, but the forces of technology, 

globalization, and climate change, all accelerated at once have made it unpredictable. As 

Kelly pointed, the World is interconnected and it is an individual’s task to understand 

their context, and perhaps this was easier before when outcomes were predictable. The 

balance between progress and evolution seems to have been lost, and now there is mostly 

progress and evolution is playing catch up. As such life complexity is not only the 

diversity of life experiences but the ability to change and evolve with this growing 

complexity in social reality. In this new order, life is characterized by its 
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interconnectedness, and individual actions either fall short or cause cascading effects 

across boundaries.  

 Societies and the environment have always been complex systems with the whole 

being more than just the summed actions of the units. The process of emergence is one 

that is still not completely understood in ecosystems both social and physical, but lead to 

the synchronization of societies and the environment. The harmony between these was 

seem less, and was taken for granted progress is the goal at the cost of sustainability. 

Humans now find themselves tangled in the intricacies of interactions that now don’t 

match the expectations to which they have grown accustomed from past generations. The 

individual finds itself now dealing constantly with uncertainty, and exploring the 

unknown, not by choice but by force. This is evident in societal changes across the World 

with mass exodus from failing states as the Syrian migration into Europe, the 

immigration crisis in the United States Southern border, or the humanitarian crisis of 

Venezuelans fleeing to Colombia. Mass migrations won’t just be because of failing states 

but because of famines caused by severe draughts or natural disasters. Humans are not 

allowing nature to recover from the expenditures that modern civilization requires of it 

and things are changing at a fast rate. Individuals and nations are jeopardizing the 

sustainability of the present and future generations. These scenarios seem far-fetched and 

distant from everyday reality because the consequences are not felt by the mainstream, at 

least not yet. However, they are problems that require leaders for a new age. Action has 

to come from the cooperation of everyone even among differences towards a common 

goal, survival.  

 However, as can be seen by the rise of the right in Europe, and America society is 

lacking leadership that truly understands life complexity. Our research and future 
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research in life complexity is more relevant than ever. Understanding the complexity of 

life will allow to formulate solutions that are concerned with the diverse aspects that are 

related social issues like immigration, LGBTQ rights, and radicalism. It is quite easy to 

chant “Build a Wall” or “Lock her up” as if these were solutions to problems that are 

deeply rooted in a system that is unsustainable and broken. Individuals experience of life 

complexity will likely be a strong predictor of the individuals who will be chanting along, 

those who will be sitting by the sidelines not comprehending what is going on, and those 

who will be resisting with facts and reason.    

 Life complexity goes beyond the politics of a country to influence everyday life. 

Technology is in part the cause of this, and how it has changed the way we interact, 

communicate, and work. More than ever work is becoming automated and with this a 

growing section of society is being left behind untrained and unprepared for change. Life 

complexity will presumably be a good predictor of individuals reactions facing this 

situation. While some will try to stay firm in the old ways that no longer work, some are 

just going to be confused and not know how to act, and finally others will look into new 

paths that will facilitate their adaptation to the new circumstances. Understanding in 

which of these categories individuals will be more likely to be will in part be possible 

thanks to the Life Complexity Scale we propose in this paper.  

 Furthermore, our scale could be a predictor of psychological stress and perhaps 

cardiovascular disease (CVD). When an individual perceives they are in a situation where 

the demands exceed their adaptive capacities, psychological stress is present. The results 

of Study 1 and Study 2 show the multidimensionality of life complexity and the 

maladaptive outcomes, especially for the Overwhelmed with Complexity dimension. As 

the experience of life complexity differs between individuals so should their stress 
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response across the four dimensions of Life Complexity. The prevalence of life stressors 

whether chronic or transient has been shown to affect vagal tone (Porges, 1995), which 

can increase the risk of CVD.      

 This paper sets a first stone in what we hope is a boundless area of research in life 

complexity. The challenges individuals and society face today can no longer be solved 

with the paradigms of the past. Ours is a first step forward to understanding and capturing 

life complexity in order to better predict individuals’ behaviors. As a civilization in order 

to tackle the complex challenges the present and future generation face our lives need to 

be reimagined. Humanity needs to forego a fake simplicity rooted in the comfort that is 

found in what is known. To move forward with sustainable and inclusive progress our 

leaders need to be comfortable with not knowing, with entertaining multiple perspectives, 

and the willingness to accept uncertainty 
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Table 1

Exploratory Factor Analysis solution for Life Complexity Scale Structure.  

Item   Factor Loading Factor 

I often do not feel included in what people 
around me are doing  

.77 1. Overwhelm
ed by 

Complexity  

I often feel confused by conflicting demands .77 1 

I often feel lost with respect to what I should 
do  

.75 1 

I often feel overwhelmed with too much 
information  

.72 1 

I often feel disconnected from others around 
me 

.72 1 

I often do not know what I am supposed to do  .71 1 

I do not understand the rules of the world in 
which I live 

.70 1 

I am easily overwhelmed when there are 
different things going on at once around me 

.68 1 

I am scared I won’t be able to find a job when 
I am done with school 

.67 1 

The world around me is too complex for me  .63 1 

I get anxious or overwhelmed in a situation 
that involves uncertainty  

.63 1 

I am afraid of change  .60 1 

I worry about what the future might bring  .60 1 

I fear not knowing what comes next .58 1 

Too much information makes me confused .57 1 

I feel scared about the state of affairs in the 
world 

.56 1 

I get easily distracted and lose focus if .55 1 
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multiple things are happening around me 

I like uncertainties and surprises  .69 2. Enjoying 
the 

Unknown 

I enjoy not knowing what is coming next  .68       2 

I like being surprised to see what my day will 
be like tomorrow 

.67 2 

I like complex problems and situations .63 2 

I am involved in different activities 
throughout my week where I interact with 
different people 

.62 2 

Often my days are very different .62 2 

My life is rich in experiences and activities .62 2 

I am engaged in a variety of activities  .58 2 

I often notice unexpected opportunities and 
act on them 

.58 2 

I have diverse needs .53 2 

I enjoy to eat new and different foods, it is 
very rare that I eat the same thing every day 

.52 2 

My friends have very diverse interests and I 
hang out with them separately based on the 
common interests we share 

.51 2 

I prefer to shop often to keep my wardrobe 
fresh and in style with the latest trends 

.49 2 

My friends usually plan activities and I tag 
along even if it is last minute 

.47 2 

I get bored when things are repetitive and 
predictable 

.40 2 

When it comes to important issues, I usually 
consider multiple perspectives  

.64 3. Preference 
for Freedom 

I like to know all the pros and cons, even if 
they sometimes contradict 

.64 3 
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I use my cellular phone for multiple tasks 
other than calling and texting 

.64 3 

I like to make decisions concerning myself 
even in difficult matters 

.63 3 

Freedom of my thought and action is one of 
my own most important values 

.60 3 

I like to know clearly who are my friends and 
who my enemies are  

.58 3 

I like people who talk straight .51 3 

Learning new tips on how to use tools and 
devices comes really easy to me  

.51 3 

I like to have tentative plans for actions, 
depending on how the events unfold  

.47 3 

Simple truth is much better than figuring out 
different reasons  

.68 4. Keep it 
Basic 

World would be better off, if everyone would 
follow rules and orders rather than their own 
ideas 

.64 4 

I like clear and simple language .63 4 

I prefer to have things clear cut and concrete  .62 4 

I like simple truth  .62 4 

Clear purpose is more important than complex 
knowledge 

.59 4 

I like to live in clear and simple world  .58 4 

I like when people are describing things 
simply, as they are 

.55 4 

I like simple truth  .54 4 

My life is simple  .51 4 

I usually have a routine for my daily activities 
and it is hard to alter it 

.51 4 

I like to plan with my friends’ activities and .50 4 
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like to keep things as planned  

My schedule is regular, every day is similar .49 4 

I usually agree with what my peers think 
about a specific issue   

.46 4 

When one of my devices doesn’t work, I look 
for an expert that can fix the issue for me 

.43 4 

When I am about to do something, I usually 
have a set way of approaching an activity  

.41 4 

Note: Coefficients are standardized loadings from the pattern matrix. This EFA was 
conducted oblique rotation. The number of factors was determined through Scree plot 
analysis. Items were selected due to strong loading onto one factor (at least 0.4) with no 
substantial cross-loadings  
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Table 2  

Factor correlations (N = 361)  

 Overwhelmed 
by Complexity 

Enjoying the 
Unknown 

Keep it Basic Preference for 
Freedom 

Overwhelmed 
with 
Complexity 

1    

Enjoying the 
Unknown 

.20 1   

Keep it Basic .27 .1 1  

Preference for 
Freedom 

-.11 -.03 .24 1 
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Table 3 
 
Summary of Intercorrelations for Scores on the Life Complexity Scale,  Tightness-
Looseness Scale, IAF, TIPI, Education, and Age. 
 
Scale 

 
Keep it Basic 

 
Preference 

for Freedom  
 

Enjoying the 
Unknown 

 
Overwhelmed by 

Complexity 

Keep it Basic 1 .15*** .18*** .19*** 

Preference for 
Freedom  

.15** 1 .04 -.07 

Enjoying the 
Unknown 

.18*** .04 1 .39*** 

Overwhelmed with 
Complexity 

.19*** -.07 .39*** 1 

Tightness-
Looseness 

.33*** .33*** .13* .25*** 

IAF Authorship .28*** .54*** .11* -.18*** 

IAF Control .31*** -.11* .42*** .65*** 

IAF Interest 
Taking 

.11* .25*** .34*** .45*** 

TIPI Openness -.24*** .33*** 0.0 -.33*** 

TIPI 
Conscientiousness 

0.0 .31*** -.35*** -.55*** 

TIPI Extraversion .14** -.03 .37*** -.05 

TIPI 
Agreeableness 

-.08 .38*** -.25*** -.42*** 

TIPI Emotional 
Stability 

.04 .19*** -.05 -.52*** 

Education .19** -.05 .25*** .18*** 

Age .04 .18*** -.18*** -.12** 

Note. Intercorrelations for scales was based on mTurk workers (n = 360). Higher scores 
represent more extreme responding in the direction of the construct assessed. IAF = Index 
of Autonomous Functioning, TIPI = Ten Item Personality Inventory. 
*p < .05 
**p < .01 
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***p < .001 
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Table 4 

Single Factor solution from Exploratory Factor Analysis 

Item  Factor Loading 

I have multiple responsibilities that are 
related to distinct domains 

.72 

I am actively involved in unrelated 
different activities 

.71 

I have many distinct social roles, in which I 
am active routinely 

.65 

I have multiple jobs that are distinct and 
unrelated to each other 

.65 

I travel constantly to different countries and 
cultures 

.59 

I have different circles of friends that are 
separate from each other 

.58 

I practice different sports to sustain an 
active lifestyle 

.56 

Note: This EFA was conducted with oblique rotation. Items were selected on the basis of 
strongly loading on a single factor (.4 or higher). The number of Factors was determined 
through different solutions among them: Very Simple Structure, Horn’s Parallel Analysis, 
Eigen Values and Scree plots.  
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Table 5  

Intercorrelation of personality scales, Level of Education and Income to Life Diversity 
Scale  

 
Life Diversity Scale 

ISEL (Soc. 
Support)  .11* 

Liberal  .22*** 

CAT. Personality 
scale  -.04 

BIF scale  .16*** 

Dogmatism  .06 

Depression  -.03 

BFI 
Agreeableness  -.04 

BFI 
Conscientiousness  -.01 

BFI Openness  .14** 

BFI Neg Emotion -.17*** 

BFI Extraversion .29*** 

BFI Depression  -.17*** 

BFI Anxiety -.14** 

Mini K  .29*** 

High K  .38*** 

Education  .19*** 

Income  .28*** 

Health Exercise .41*** 

Health Diet  .23*** 

Health Medical 
Check ups .22 

Note: A higher correlation assumes a higher degree of trait on all scales except 
Depression. Higher scores on the Depression scale are indicators of low adjustment.  
* p < .05 
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* p < .01  
** p < .001 
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Table 6 

Intercorrelation of personality scales, Level of Education and Income to Life Complexity 
Scale factors   

 
Preference 

for Freedom 

Overwhelmed 
with 

Complexity 

Keep it Basic Enjoying the 
Unknown 

Life Diversity 
Scale .13** .08 -.06 .45*** 

ISEL (Soc. 
Support)  .18*** -.45*** -.02 -.07 

CAT. Personality 
scale  -.01*** .58*** .14** -.06 

BIF scale  .13** -.25*** -.03 .15** 

Dogmatism  -.25*** .03 .20*** .11* 

Depression  .05 .64*** .07 .01 

Mini K .29** -.15** .31*** .11* 

High K .11*** -.29*** .12 .12 

BFI Agreeableness  -.22*** -.39*** .03 -.19*** 

BFI 
Conscientiousness  .17*** -.53*** .10* -.15** 

BFI Openness  .34*** -.25*** -.22*** .01 

BFI Extraversion .01*** -.37*** -.04 .22*** 

BFI Neg Emotion -.08*** .58*** .01 -.06 

BFI Depression  -.10 .56*** -.02 -.01 

BFI Anxiety -.03 .46*** 0 -.15** 

Education  .08 -.05 -.12* .11* 

Income  .01 -.09 -.01 .01 
Note: A higher correlation assumes a higher degree of trait on all scales except 
Depression. Higher scores on the Depression scale are indicators of low adjustment.  
* p < .05 
* p < .01  
** p < .001 
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Figure 1. Eigen Values for Life Complexity Scale (Study1) 
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Figure	2.	McDonalds’	Omega	from	Structural	Equation	Model	(Study	1)	

 
Note:		g	stands	for	Preference	for	Freedom	factor.	Included	in	this	factor	are:	
Cognition	1	(When it comes to important issues I usually consider multiple 
perspectives.);	Simplicity	15	(I like to know all the pros and cons, even if they 
sometimes contradict);	Object	2	(I use my cellular phone for multiple tasks other than 
calling and texting.);	Autonomy	36	(I like to make decisions concerning myself, even in 
difficult matters);	Autonomy	48	(Freedom of my thought and action is one of my own 
most important values).	Factor	F1	is	Enjoying	the	Unknown.	It	includes	the	items:	
Preference	for	Certainty	23	(I like uncertainties and surprises);	Lifestyle	5	(I like being 
surprised to see what my day will be like tomorrow.);	and	Lifestyle	4	(I enjoy not 
knowing what is coming next).	F2	stands	for	the	Overwhelmed	with	Complexity	
factor.	Items	included	in	this	factor	are:	Alienation	2	(I  often feel lost  with respect to 
what I should do.);	Alienation	6	(I  often do not know what I am supposed to do);	
Alienation	4	(I often feel confused by conflicting demands) ;	Alienation	3	(I often feel 
overwhelmed with to much information.);	Alienation	9	(I often do not feel included in 
what people around me are doing)	;	and	Autonomy	50	(I often feel disconnected from 
others around me).	Finally,	F3		is	the	Keep	it	Basic	factor.	The	items	included	are:	
Autonomy	49	(World would be better of, if everyone would follow rules and orders 
rather then their own ideas);	Autonomy	47	(Simple truth is much better than figuring out 
different reasons.);	and	Preference	for	Simplicity	12	(I like clear and simple language)		 	
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Figure	3.	Eigen	Values	for	Life	Diversity	Scale	(Study	2)	
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Figure 4. McDonalds Omega from SEM of Health Questionnaire  

 
Note: G stands for the questions related to exercise. These included : “I exercise to have 
an attractive body”; “ I have different routines I follow to exercise at the gym” ; “ I enjoy 
different kind of sports in order to get exercise actively”;   “I exercise to take care of my  
health and have a set routine I follow  on a daily basis”;    and “I don’t exercise 
regularly”. F1 stands for the factor on diet . The items in this  subscale are: “I follow a 
dietary regimen that ensures I am having a balanced diet”; “I am particular about the 
foods I eat in order to have a balanced diet”;  “I always  read the labels of the foods I get 
at the grocery store to see their nutritional content”; and “I watch what I eat in order to 
take care of specific conditions I have”. Finally the F2 stands fore medical care. It 
includes these items: “Once a year I visit my primary care physician for a physical 
exam”; “Anytime I feel ill I visit my local pharmacist, or primary care physician for a 
checkup.” ; “Every six months I visit a dentist for routine oral check ups.”; and “When I 
am referred to a specialist I make the appointment and go to the specialist.”. 
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Appendix A 

Life Complexity Scale 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

Strongly 
Disagree 

Moderately 
Disagree 

Slightly 
Disagree 

Neither Agree 
nor Disagree 

Slightly 
Agree 

Moderately 
Agree 

Strongly 
Agree 

 

Overwhelmed with Complexity Dimension  

1. I often feel lost with respect to what I should do  
2. I often do not know what I am supposed to do. 
3. I often feel confused by conflicting demands.  
4. I often feel overwhelmed with too much information 
5. I often do not feel included in what people around me are doing.  
6. I often feel disconnected from others around me.  
 
Preference for Freedom Dimension  
 
7. When it comes to important issues I usually consider multiple perspectives.  
8. I like to know all the pros and cons, even if they sometimes contradict 
9. Freedom of my thought and action is one of my own most important values  
 
Keep it Basic Dimension  
 
10. World would be better of, if everyone would follow rules and orders rather than their 
own ideas.  
11. Simple truth is much better than figuring out different reasons.  
12. I like clear and simple language.  
 
Enjoying the Unknown  
 
13. I like uncertainty and surprises.  
14. I like being surprised to see what my day will be like tomorrow.  
15. I enjoy not knowing what is coming next.  
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Appendix B 

Life Diversity Scale  

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

Strongly 
Disagree 

Moderately 
Disagree 

Slightly 
Disagree 

Neither Agree 
nor Disagree 

Slightly 
Agree 

Moderately 
Agree 

Strongly 
Agree 

 

1. I have many distinct social roles, in which I am active routinely. 	
2. I have multiple jobs that are distinct and unrelated to each other.  
3. I travel constantly to different countries and cultures. 	
4. I am actively involved in unrelated different activities. 	
5. I have multiple responsibilities that are related to distinct domains. 	
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Appendix C 	

Complexity Scale A	
	

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

Strongly 
Disagree 

Moderately 
Disagree 

Slightly 
Disagree 

Neither Agree 
nor Disagree 

Slightly 
Agree 

Moderately 
Agree 

Strongly 
Agree 

	

A) Feeling lost, not understanding, alienation	
1) I  often do not understand what is going on around me. 	
2) I  often feel lost  with respect to what I should do. 	
3) I often feel overwhelmed with too much information.	
4) I often feel confused by conflicting demands 	
5) I clearly know what to do to achieve success 	
6) I  often do not know what I am supposed to do	
7) I do not understand the rules of the world in which I live	
8) I feel, I  understand the rules of the society in which I live	
9) I often do not feel included in what people around me are doing	
B) Preference for simplicity	
10) The world around me is too complex for me 	
11) I like to live in a clear and simple world	
12) I like clear and simple language	
13) I like people who talk straight	
14) I like simple truth	
15) I like to know all the pros and cons, even if they sometimes contradict 	
16) I like to have complex view of things	
17) Too much information makes me confused	
18) I like things to be simple	
19) I like complex problems and situations	
20) I like when people are describing things simply, as they are	
21) I like to know clearly who are my friends and who are enemies	
C) Preference for certainty	
22) I like to know exactly what to expect	
23) I like uncertainties and surprises	
24) I like to be sure what I should do	
25) Thing that are too complex make me confused	
26) I hate it when people are trying to make things more complicated than they really are	
D) Complexity of patterns of activities	
27) My life is simple	
28) My schedule is regular, every day is similar	
29) My life if full of surprises and irregular activities	
30) I am engaged in a variety of activities	
31) Often my days are very different 	
32) My life is rich in experiences and activities	
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33) I have diverse needs	
34) I often notice unexpected opportunities and act on them 	
35) My daily activities are irregular	
Autonomy	
36) I like to make decisions concerning myself, even in difficult matters	
37) I like to follow good advice of others	
38) I like clear rules	
39) I dislike uncertainty	
40) I like clear guidance for actions	
41) I prefer people who know better to guide my actions than trying to figure out myself 
what to do.	
42) I like to have tentative plans for actions, depending on how the events unfold	
43) I like organizations with clear rules	
44) I like subtle reasoning 	
45) I like to have many divers skills even if they are not useful in daily life.	
46) Clear purpose is more important that complex knowledge	
47) Simple truth is much better than figuring out different reasons. 	
48) Freedom of my thought and action is one of my own most important values	
49) World would be better of, if everyone would follow rules and orders rather then their 
own ideas 	
50) I often feel disconnected from others around me. 	
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Complexity Scale B 	
	

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

Strongly 
Disagree 

Moderately 
Disagree 

Slightly 
Disagree 

Neither Agree 
nor Disagree 

Slightly 
Agree 

Moderately 
Agree 

Strongly 
Agree 

	
Lifestyle	

1. I am easily overwhelmed when there are different things going on at once around 
me.  

2. I get bored when things are repetitive and predictable.  
3. I usually have routine for my daily activities and it is hard to alter it.  
4. I enjoy not knowing what is coming next.  
5. I like being surprised  to see what my day will be like tomorrow.  
6. I can handle performing a task while other different things are happening around 

me.  
7. I get easily distracted and loose focus if multiple things are happening around me.  
8. I like knowing what is the next thing that is going to happen. 

	

Social	
1. My group of friends who I usually hang out with are very similar to me and enjoy 

the same type of activities.  
2. My friends have very diverse interests and I hang out with them separately based 

on the common interests we share.  
3. I am involved in different activities throughout my week where I interact with 

different people.  
4. There are only one or two activities I am involved and I always see the same 

people in them.  
5. My friends usually plan activities and I tag along even if it is last minute.  
6. I like to plan with my friends’ activities and like to keep things as planned.  

	
Cognition 	

1. When it comes to important issues I usually consider multiple perspectives.  
2. I usually agree with what my peers think about a specific issue.  
3. I have a firm set of believes  and it is hard for me to see things other way.  
4. Every time I face a new idea I consider multiple viewpoints, and it's hard to know 

which I will pick.  
5. I don’t feel comfortable with ideas or concepts that are ambiguous.  
6. I prefer to have things be clear cut and concrete. 
7. When it comes to organizing an activity I am flexible about how I do it.  
8. When I am about to do something I usually have a set way of approaching an 

activity.  
9. I enjoy different topic readings that will take me to novel places.  
10. Most of the readings I do are limited to a specific topic.  
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Object	
1. I usually use a tool for its intended purpose.  
2. I use my cellular phone for multiple tasks other than calling and texting.  
3. I have a hard time learning to use tools and devices.  
4. Learning new tips on how to use tools and devices comes really easy to me.  
5. I prefer to shop often to keep my wardrobe fresh and in style with the latest 

trends.  
6. I feel clothing is not that important and really don’t mind wearing a certain style 

over and over.  
7. I usually like to eat the same food and it is very rare that try something new.  
8. I enjoy to eat new and different foods, it is very rare that I the same thing 

everyday.  
9. I use my cellphone just for the essential calls.  
10. I prefer to work on my own devices and fix them whenever they have an issue.  
11. When one of my deices doesn’t work I look for an expert that can fix the issue for 

me.  
	
Fear	

1. I am afraid of change.  
2. I get anxious or overwhelmed in a situation that involves uncertainty.  
3. I fear not knowing what comes next.  
4. I worry about what the future might bring.  
5. I feel scared about the state of affairs in the world.  
6. I am scared I won’t be able to find a job when I am done with school. 
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Tightness Looseness Scale (Gelfand, et. al. 2011) 	
	

1 2 3 4 5 6 

Strongly 
Disagree 

Moderately 
Disagree 

Slightly 
Disagree 

Slightly 
Agree 

Moderately 
1Agree 

Strongly 
Agree 

 1. There are many social norms that people are supposed to abide by in this 
country.	

 2. In this country, there are very clear expectations for how people should act 
in most situations.	

 3. People agree upon what behaviors are appropriate versus inappropriate in 
most situations this country.	

 4. People in this country have a great deal of freedom in deciding how they 
want to behave in most situations. (Reverse coded)	

 5. In this country, if someone acts in an inappropriate way, others will 
strongly disapprove.	

 6. People in this country almost always comply with social norms.	
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Ten-Item Personality Inventory (TIPI) 	

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

Strongly 
Disagree 

Moderately 
Disagree 

Slightly 
Disagree 

Neither Agree 
nor Disagree 

Slightly 
Agree 

Moderately 
Agree 

Strongly 
Agree 

I see myself as: 	
	

1. _____ Extraverted, enthusiastic.  
2. _____ Critical, quarrelsome.  
3. _____ Dependable, self-disciplined. 
4. _____ Anxious, easily upset. 
5. _____ Open to new experiences, complex. 
6. _____ Reserved, quiet.  
7. _____ Sympathetic, warm.  
8. _____ Disorganized, careless.  
9. _____ Calm, emotionally stable.  
10. _____ Conventional, uncreative.  
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Index of Autonomous Functioning (Weinstein, Przybylski, and Ryan, 2012)	

1 2 3 4 5 

Not at all true A little true Somewhat true Mostly true  Completely true 
Authorship/self-congruence	

1. My decisions represent my most important values and feelings 	

2. I strongly identify with the things that I do	

3. My actions are congruent with who I really am	

4. My whole self stands behind the important decisions I make	

5. My decisions are steadily informed by things I want or care about 	

Susceptibility to control 	

1. I do things in order to avoid feeling badly about myself	

2. I do a lot of things to avoid feeling ashamed	

3. I try to manipulate myself into doing certain things	

4. I believe certain things so that others will like me	

5. I often pressure myself 	

Interest-taking 	

1. I often reflect on why I react the way I do	

2. I am deeply curious when I react with fear or anxiety to events in my life	

3. I am interested in understanding the reasons for my actions	

4. I am interested in why I act the way I do	

5. I like to investigate my feelings 	
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Demographic Information  
 

Please complete the following questions: 
1. What is your gender? Male  Female 
 
2. What is your age?   
 
3. What is your ethnicity (race)?  
 
White/Caucasian    Black/African American Hispanic/Latino Asian    
Native American  Other 
 
4.  What is your highest educational level attained?   
 
Associate’s  Bachelor’s   Masters   Doctorate  Post Doctorate 
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Appendix D 

Life Diversity Scale 
	

1 2 3 4 5 6 

Strongly 
Disagree 

Moderately 
Disagree 

Slightly 
Disagree 

Slightly 
Agree 

Moderately 
Agree 

Strongly 
Agree 

	

1. I have many distinct social roles, in which I am active routinely. 	
	
2. I have multiple jobs that are distinct and unrelated to each other. 	
 
3. I travel constantly to different countries and cultures. 	

4. I practice different sports to sustain an active lifestyle. 	

5. I speak more than one language on a daily basis. 	

6. I am actively involved in unrelated different activities. 	
	
7. I have different circles of friends that are separate from each other. 	
	
8. I have multiple responsibilities that are related to distinct domains. 	
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Shortened Life Complexity Scale 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

Strongly 
Disagree 

Moderately 
Disagree 

Slightly 
Disagree 

Neither Agree 
nor Disagree 

Slightly 
Agree 

Moderately 
Agree 

Strongly 
Agree 

 

Overwhelmed with Complexity Dimension  

1. I often feel lost with respect to what I should do  
2. I often do not know what I am supposed to do. 
3. I often feel confused by conflicting demands.  
4. I often feel overwhelmed with too much information 
5. I often feel disconnected from others around me.  
 
Preference for Freedom Dimension  
 
6. When it comes to important issues I usually consider multiple perspectives.  
7. I like to know all the pros and cons, even if they sometimes contradict 
 
Keep it Basic Dimension  
 
9. World would be better of, if everyone would follow rules and orders rather than their 
own ideas.  
10. Simple truth is much better than figuring out different reasons.  
.  
 
Enjoying the Unknown  
 
12. I like uncertainty and surprises.  
13. I like being surprised to see what my day will be like tomorrow.  
14. I enjoy not knowing what is coming next.  
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Health Questionnaire 	
 

2 3 4 5 6 

Strongly 
Disagree 

Moderately 
Disagree 

Slightly 
Disagree 

Slightly 
Agree 

Moderately 
1Agree 

Strongly 
Agree 

	

Exercise 	
I exercise to have an attractive body. 	
I am very lazy and never exercise. 	
I exercise to take care of my health and have a set routine I follow on a daily basis. 	
I have different routines I follow to exercise at the gym. 	
I enjoy playing different kinds of sports in order to get exercise actively. 	
I am good at one sport and that is the one I spend the most time exercising. 	
Eating habits 	
I eat anything I want to as long as it is good tasting. 	
I am particular about the foods I eat in order to have a balanced diet. 	
I watch what I eat in order to take care of specific conditions I have. 	
I love to try different foods regardless of how they are prepared. 	
I always read the labels of the foods I get at the grocery store to see their nutritional 
content. 	
I try to eat small serving size of food in order to not gain weight. 	
I follow a dietary regimen that ensures I am having a balanced diet. 	
Routine medical check ups 	
Once a year I visit my primary care physician for a physical exam. 	
Every six months I visit a dentist for routine oral check ups. 	
Anytime I feel ill I visit my local pharmacist or primary care physician for a check up. 	
When I am referred to a specialist I make the appointment and go to the specialist. 	
I like to listen to second opinions when there has been a diagnosis of an illness or 
condition. 	
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Mini-K Short Form of the Arizona Life History Battery (Figueredo et al., 2006) MINI-
K 
 

Please indicate how strongly you agree or disagree with the following statements.  Use 
the scale below and write your answers in the spaces provided.  For any item that does not apply 
to you, please enter “0”. Leave blank any question you do not wish to answer.  

Disagree 
Strongly 

Disagree 
Somewhat 

Disagree 
Slightly 

Don’t Know 
/  

Not 
Applicable 

Agree 
Slightly 

Agree 
Somewhat 

Agree 
Strongly 

-3 -2 -1 0 +1 +2 +3 
 

 1. I can often tell how things will turn out.   

 2. I try to understand how I got into a situation to figure out how to handle it. 

 3. I often find the bright side to a bad situation. 

 4. I don't give up until I solve my problems. 

 5. I often make plans in advance. 

 6. I avoid taking risks. 

 7. While growing up, I had a close and warm relationship with my biological 
mother. 

 8. While growing up, I had a close and warm relationship with my biological father. 

 9. I have a close and warm relationship with my own children. 

 10. I have a close and warm romantic relationship with my sexual partner. 

 11. I would rather have one than several sexual relationships at a time. 

 12. I have to be closely attached to someone before I am comfortable having sex with 
them. 

 13. I am often in social contact with my blood relatives. 

 14. I often get emotional support and practical help from my blood relatives. 

 15. I often give emotional support and practical help to my blood relatives. 

 16. I am often in social contact with my friends. 

 17. I often get emotional support and practical help from my friends. 

 18. I often give emotional support and practical help to my friends. 

 19. I am closely connected to and involved in my community. 

 20. I am closely connected to and involved in my religion. 



89 

High-K Strategy Scale (HKSS; Giosan, 2006) HKSS 
Please indicate how strongly you agree or disagree with the following statements.  Use the scale 
below and write your answers in the spaces provided.  For any item that does not apply to you, 
please enter “0”. Leave blank any question you do not wish to answer.  

Strongly 
Disagree 

-2 

Disagree 
-1 

Neither Agree or 
Disagree 

0 

Agree 
+1 

Strongly 
Agree 

+2 
 01.   The activities I engage in, both at work and elsewhere, are safe (not life 

threatening) 
 02.   I have good health benefits for my family and me 

 03.   I don’t have major medical problems 

 04.   I am able to provide a decent quality of life for myself and my family 

 05.   I believe people think I am attractive 

 06.   I see my relatives (for example, parents, uncles/aunts, nephews/nieces, etc.) 
regularly 

 07.   My training and experience are likely to bring me opportunities for promotion and 
increased income in the future 

 08.   I live in a comfortable and secure home 

 09.   I live in a place where I can easily go outside and enjoy nature 

 10.   I am in good physical shape 

 11.   The neighborhood where I live is safe 

 12.   If I were to face a sudden threat (e. g., flood, fire), I believe I would have the 
ability to protect myself and my family 

 13.   If I wanted to, it would be easy for me to find and go on a new date 

 14.   If I had children and had to go away for a while, I could count on my relatives to 
take care of them  

 15.   If something bad happened to me, I’d have many friends ready to help me 

 16.   The people I work with are like me 

 17.   I live in a community to which I am well suited 

 18.   My friends look up to me 

 19.   If I had children and had to go away for a while, I could count on my friends to 
take care of them 

 20.   I would be missed by people, besides my family, if I were to die 

 21.   I meet with my friends regularly 

 22.   My second-degree relatives (nephews, cousins, uncles, nieces) are generally 
healthy 

 23.  Are you married or living with a partner?    YES    NO 

If you are married or living with a partner answer the following: 
 23a.   I believe people find my spouse/partner attractive 

 23b.   My spouse/partner has not had major medical problems 
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 23c.   If I were out of work, I could rely on my spouse/partner’s income for a while 
without a significant drop in my quality of life 
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The Behavior Identification Form (Vallacher & Wegner, 1989) 

Any behavior can be identified in many ways. For example one person might 
describe a behavior as "typing paper" while another might describe the behavior as 
"pushing keys". Yet another person might describe the behavior as "expressing 
thoughts". We are interested in your personal preference for how a number of 
different behaviors should be described. The following are a list of behaviors. 
After each behavior will be two choices of different ways in which the behavior 
might be identified. Your task is to choose the identification, a or b, that best 
describes the behavior for you. Please select only one alternative for each pair.  
1. Making a list  

 a. Getting organized  

 b. Writing things down  

2. Reading  

 a. Following lines of print  

 b. Graining knowledge 

3. Joining the Army  

 a. Helping the Nation’s defense 

 b. Signing up  

4. Washing clothes  

 a. Removing odors from clothes  

 b. Putting clothes in the machine  

5. Picking an apple  

 a. Getting something to eat 

 b. Pulling an apple of a branch  

6. Chopping down a tree  

 a. Wielding an axe  

 b. Getting firewood  



92 

7. Measuring a room for carpeting  

 a. Getting ready to remodel  

 b. Using a yardstick  

8. Cleaning the house  

 a. Showing one’s cleanliness  

 b. Vacuuming the floor  

9. Painting the room  

 a. Applying brush strokes  

 b. Making the room look fresh  

10. Paying the rent  

 a. Maintaining a place to live  

 b. Writing a check  

11. Caring for houseplants  

 a. Watering plants  

 b. Making the room look nice  

12. Locking a door  

 a. Putting a key in the lock  

 b. Securing the house  

13. Voting  

 a. Influencing the election  

 b. Marking a ballot  

14. Climbing a tree  

 a. Getting a good view  

 b. Holding on to branches  



93 

15. Filling out a personality test  

 a. Answering questions  

 b. Revealing what you’re like  

16. Toothbrushing  

 a. Preventing tooth decay 

 b. Moving a brush around in one’s mouth  

17. Taking a test  

 a. Answering questions  

 b. Showing one’s knowledge  

18. Greeting someone  

 a. Saying hello  

 b. Showing friendliness  

19. Resisting Temptation  

 a. Saying “no” 

 b. Showing moral courage  

20. Eating  

 a. Getting nutrition  

 b. Chewing and swallowing  

21. Growing a garden  

 a. Planting seeds  

 b. Getting fresh vegetables  

22. Traveling by car  

 a. Following a map  

 b. Seeing countryside  



94 

23. Having a cavity filled  

 a. Protecting your teeth  

 b. Going to the dentist  

24. Talking to a child  

 a. Teaching a child something  

 b. Using simple words  

25. Pushing a doorbell  

 a. Moving a finger  

 b. Seeing if someone’s home  

	

	

	

	

	
	
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



95 

Economic Form  

A. Assets  

2. Is your house, apartment, or mobile home...? 
1.Owned by you or someone in the household free and clear---without a 
mortgage or loan 
2.Owned by you or someone in the household ---with a mortgage or loan 
3.Rented  
4.Occupied without payment  

B. Annual Household Income  

2. Counting the income of all the members of your household, was your household 
income for the year... 

Less than $45,000 1  
$45,001-$90,000 2  
More than $90,000 

5. How many people, including yourself, were supported by this income during 
the year?  
______Number of people  

C. Level of Education   

3. The highest level of education you have achieved is:  
1. Some High School  
2. High School degree 
3. Associate Degree  
4. Bachelor Degree 
5. Masters Degree  
6. Doctoral Degree  
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Social Support Questionnaire  

This scale is made up of a list of statements each of which may or may not be true about 
you. For each statement respond "definitely true" if you are sure it is true about you and 
"probably true" if you think it is true but are not absolutely certain. Similarly, you should 
respond "definitely false" if you are sure the statement is false and "probably false" if you 
think it is false but are not absolutely certain.  

Definitely False Probably  
False 

Probably True Definitely True 

1 2 3 4 

 

1. If I wanted to go on a trip for a day (for example to the beach, the country or 
mountains), I would have a hard time finding someone to go with me.  
 
2. I feel that there is no one I can share my most private worries and fears with.  
 
3.  If I were sick, I could easily find someone to help me with my daily chores.  
 
4. There is someone I can turn to for advice about handling problems with my 
family.  
 
5. If I decide one afternoon that I would like to go to a movie that evening, I could 
easily find someone to go with me.  
 
6. When I need suggestions on how to deal with a personal problem, I know 
someone I can turn to.  
 
7. I don't often get invited to do things with others.  
 
8. If I had to go out of town for a few weeks, it would be difficult to find someone 
who would look after my house or apartment (the plants, pets, garden, etc.).  
 
9. If I wanted to have lunch with someone, I could easily find someone to join me.  
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10. If I was stranded 10 miles from home, there is someone I could call who could 
come and get me.  
 
11. If a family crisis arose, it would be difficult to find someone who could give me 
good advice about how to handle it.  
 
12. If I needed some help in moving to a new house or apartment, I would have a hard 
time finding someone to help me.  
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Depression Questionnaire  
 
Please indicate how often you have felt this way during the past week. Respond 
by saying “rarely or none of the time’, meaning less than one day during the past 
week, ‘some or a little of the time’, meaning one to two days during the past 
week, ‘occasionally or a moderate amount of time, meaning three to four days, or 
‘all of the time’ meaning five to seven days. Choose only one of these categories 
for each item statement   

 

 

 

 

1. I was bothered by things that usually don’t bother me.  
2. I had trouble keeping my mind on what I was doing.  
3. I felt depressed. 
4. I felt that everything I did was an effort. 5. I felt hopeful about the future. 
6. I felt fearful. 
7. My sleep was restless. 
8. I was happy. 
9. I felt lonely. 
10. I could not “get going”.  
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CAT-Personality Disorder Scales Static Form 
(CAT-PD-SF, v1.1) 

How Accurately Can You Describe Yourself? 

Describe yourself as you generally are now, not as you wish to be in the future. Describe 
yourself as you honestly see yourself, in relation to other people you know of the same 
sex as you are, and roughly your same age. So that you can describe yourself in an honest 
manner, your responses will be kept in absolute confidence. Indicate for each statement 
whether it is 1. Very Inaccurate, 2. Moderately Inaccurate, 3. Neither Accurate Nor 
Inaccurate, 4. Moderately Accurate, or 5. Very Accurate as a description of you. 

Very Inaccurate Moderately 
Inaccurate 

Neither 
Accurate Nor 

Inaccurate  

Moderately 
Accurate 

Very 
Accurate  

1 2 3 4 5 

 

4. Feel my anxiety overwhelms me.  

5. Am nervous or tense most of the time  

6. Panic easily 

7. Feel that my worry and anxiety is out of control  

8. Am generally a fearful person.  

9. Am easily startled.  

10. Rarely worry (RK) 

Liberalism  

11. Believe in the importance of art.  

12. Tend to vote for liberal political candidates  
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Describe yourself as you generally are now, not as you wish to be in the future. Describe 
yourself as you honestly see yourself, in relation to other people you know of the same 
sex as you are, and roughly your same age. So that you can describe yourself in an honest 
manner, your responses will be kept in absolute confidence. Indicate for each statement 
whether it is 5. Very Inaccurate, 4. Moderately Inaccurate, 3. Neither Accurate Nor 
Inaccurate, 2. Moderately Accurate, or 1. Very Accurate as a description of you. 

Very Accurate Moderately 
Accurate 

Neither 
Accurate Nor 

Inaccurate  

Moderately 
Inaccurate 

Very 
Inaccurate 

  

1 2 3 4 5 

 

13. Believe Laws should be strictly enforced.  

14. Tend to vote for conservative political candidates.  

15. Believe that we should be touch on crime.  

16. Do not like art.  

17. Believe that we coddle criminals too much.  

18. Believe that too much tax money goes to support artists.  

19. Like to stand during the national anthem. 
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The Big Five Inventory–2 Short Form (BFI-2-S) 
 
Here are a number of characteristics that may or may not apply to you. For example, do 
you agree that you are someone who likes to spend time with others? Please select next to 
each statement the extent to which you agree or disagree with that statement.  
 

1 2 3 4 5 

 Disagree 
Strongly 

Disagree a 
Little  

Neutral no 
Opinion  

Agree a little  Agree 
Strongly 

 
  
I am someone who…  
 
1. Tends to be quiet  
2. Is compassionate, has a soft heart.  
3. Tends to be disorganized.  
4. Worries a lot.  
5. Is fascinated by art, music, or literature.  
6. Is dominant, acts as a leader.  
7. Is sometimes rude to others.  
8. Has difficulty getting started on tasks.  
9. Tends to feel depressed, blue.  
10. Has little interest in abstract ideas.  
11. Is full of energy.  
12. Assumes the best about people.  
13. Is reliable, can always be counted on.  
14. Is emotionally stable, not easily upset.  
15. Is original, comes up with new ideas.  
16. Is outgoing, sociable.  
17. Can be cold and uncaring.  
18. Keeps things neat and tidy.  
19. Is relaxed, handles stress well.  
20. Has a few artistic interests.  
21. Prefers to have others take charge.  
22. Is respectful, treats others with respect.  
23. Is persistent, works until the task is finished.  
24. Feels secure, comfortable with self.  
25. Is complex, deep thinker.  
26. Is less active than other people.  
27. Tends to find fault with others.  
28. Can be somewhat careless.  
29. Is temperamental, gets emotional easily.  
30. Has little creativity.  
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The DOG Scale (Altmeyer, 2002) 
 
Below you will find a list of statement like the examples to follow. Please rate these 
statements as you see best fit with the scale provided.  
 
X. I may be wrong about some of the little things in life, but I am quite certain I am right 
about all the BIG issues.  
 
Y. Someday I will probably think that many of my present ideas were wrong.  

 
1. Anyone who is honestly and truly seeking the truth will end up believing what I 

believe.  
2. There are so many things we have not discovered yet, nobody should be absolutely 

certain his beliefs are right.  
3. The things I believe in are so completely true, I could never doubt them.  
4. I have never discovered a system of beliefs that explains everything to my satisfaction.  
5. It is best to be open to all possibilities and ready to reevaluate all your beliefs.  
6. My opinions are right and will stand the test of time.  
7. Flexibility is a real virtue in thinking, since you may well be wrong.  
8. My opinions and beliefs fit together perfectly to make a crystal clear “picture” of 

things.  
9. There are no discoveries or facts that could possibly make me change my mind about 

the things that matter most in life.  
10. I am a long way from reaching final conclusions about the central issues in life.  
11. The person who is absolutely certain she has the truth will probably never find it.  
12. I am absolutely certain that my ideas about the fundamental issues in life are 

correct.  
13. The people who disagree with me may well turn out to be right.  
14. I am so sure I am right about the important things in life, there is no evidence that 

could convince me otherwise.  
15. If you are “open-minded” about the most important things in life, you will 

probably reach the wrong conclusions.  
16. Twenty years from now, some of my opinions about the important things in life 

will probably have changed.  
17. “Flexibility in thinking” is another name for being “wishy-washy”.  
18. No one knows all the essential truths about the central issues in life.  

-4 -3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3 4 

Very 
Strongly 
disagree 
with this 
stateme
nt 

Strongly 
disagree 
with this 
stateme
nt  

Moderat
ely 
disagree 
with this 
stateme
nt  

Slightly 
Disagree 
with this 
stateme
nt 

Neutral Slightly 
agree 
with this 
stateme
nt  

Moderat
ely 
agree 
with this 
stateme
nt  

Strongly 
agree 
with this 
stateme
nt 

Very 
Strongly 
agree 
with this 
stateme
nt  
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19. Someday I will probably realize my present ideas about the BIG issues are wrong.  
20. People who disagree with me are just plain wrong and often evil as well. 
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Appendix E 
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Appendix F 
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Appendix G 
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