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Abstract: Well-being science has largely focused on subjective well-being, defined in terms of
life satisfaction and positive and negative emotions. However, some philosophical accounts of
well-being, like “eudaimonia” accounts, emphasize the attainment of goods, such as having
deep social relationships and achieving one’s creative potential. We supplement psychological
measures of eudaimonia by developing two self-report measures of well-being informed by
the philosophical literature. The Riverside Eudaimonia Scale (RES) was designed to measure
people’s perceptions of their eudaimonic well-being along several dimensions emphasized in
the philosophical literature on eudaimonia. The Rich & Sexy Well-Being Scale (RSWBS) was
designed to measure people’s perceptions of their attainment of other commonly valued
goods that have received less attention in the literature on eudaimonic well-being: sex life,
wealth, personal physical beauty, and social status. In three studies, we develop and validate
these scales.
Keywords: Riverside Eudaimonia Scale; Rich & Sexy Well-Being Scale; well-being; sex life;
wealth; personal physical beauty; social status

1. Introduction
When people say they are doing well, what do they mean? They might mean they are in a positive
state of mind, or they might mean that they are attaining external goods (e.g., financial and career
success). While research has shown that external goods such as money and career success are
related to well-being to an extent (e.g., Diener & Biswas-Diener, 2002; Staw et al., 1994), laypeople
tend to overestimate the impact of such external goods on well-being (Aknin et al., 2009; Diener
& Seligman, 2004). Indeed, researchers find that materialism and valuing money, image, and
power are negatively related to well-being (Belk, 1984; Csikszentmihalyi, 1999; Sheldon et al.,
2004). In light of lay beliefs about how to pursue happiness and the consequential impacts of such
beliefs on well-being, it would be scientifically useful to have validated scales that assess the
extent to which people believe they have attained the kinds of worldly goods that are associated
with external conceptions of “doing well.”
In this paper, we offer two such scales. One (the Rich & Sexy Well-Being Scale) assesses the
extent to which people believe they have attained external goods such as wealth, sexual
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attractiveness, and power. The other (the Riverside Eudaimonia Scale) assesses the extent to
which people believe they have attained “eudaimonic” goods such as positive social
relationships and intellectual or artistic achievement. Both scales are focused not on subjective
states but on self-ratings of the attainment of these goods. The Eudaimonia scale is informed by
philosophical conceptions of human flourishing, while the Rich & Sexy scale is rooted in
psychological work concerning the potentially excessive allure of money, image, and power.
Psychological inquiry into well-being generally falls along two traditions (Deci & Ryan, 2008;
Ryan & Deci, 2001; see also Keyes et al., 2002): the hedonic approach (emphasizing maximizing
positive emotion and minimizing negative emotion; i.e., happiness and subjective well-being
traditions) and the eudaimonic approach (emphasizing the fulfillment of human potential; i.e.,
psychological well-being traditions). Aristotle (4th c. BCE/2002) suggested that eudaimonia
entailed the attainment of goods related to intellectual and social flourishing, with other
contemporary philosophical thinkers following suit (e.g., Haybron 2008; Hurka, 2011; Kraut,
2007; Nussbaum, 2011; Rice, 2013). Philosophers working in this tradition tend to emphasize the
attainment of loving relationships, wisdom, creative achievement, meaningful work, and
appreciation of beauty.
Most psychological research on well-being examines well-being in terms of subjective mental
states. For example, Diener’s (1984) conceptualization of subjective well-being—high positive
affect, low negative affect, and high life satisfaction—has been central to psychological research
on well-being over the past few decades (see Diener et al., 2018, for a review). Although the term
“eudaimonia” has been adopted by psychological well-being researchers as well (for example, in
the contributions collected in Waterman, 2013, see especially Ryan et al., 2013), it is generally
used in a way that emphasizes subjective mental states. The philosophical eudaimonistic
tradition emphasizes the attainment of “objective” goods like friendship and meaningful work,
thus distinguishing itself from approaches that emphasize subjective affect and satisfaction.
Existing eudaimonic measures blend self-reports of subjective experience or satisfaction with
self-reports of the attainment of material or psychological goods (Ryff & Keyes, 1995; Keyes,
2002). Other measures are grounded in the concept of “quality of life” as it applies to health and
development policy (Gasper, 2010; Moons et al., 2006). Thus, psychologists presently lack
measures of well-being that are specifically constructed with a conception of the attainment of
specific outward goods in mind. Previous research also points to psychometric issues with
existing eudaimonic measures.
Our aim was to develop two maximally distinct self-report measures of well-being, one
focusing on the obtainment of certain desired “high-brow” goods and the other focusing on “lowbrow” goods; see below. Accordingly, we reviewed the philosophical literature on flourishing
(e.g., Aristotle, 4th c. BCE/2002; Bishop, 2015; Darwall, 2002; Hurka, 2011; Kraut, 2007; Nussbaum,
2011; Rice, 2013; Sher, 1997), deriving a list of goods that are emphasized, while excluding
subjective goods like joy and satisfaction. We also drew on our knowledge of conceptions of
“doing well” or flourishing as portrayed in popular culture, including some “low-brow” items,
such as wealth and physical beauty. We especially focused on goods that previous psychological
research suggest may be overvalued in the pursuit of happiness, such as money, image, and
power (Kasser & Ryan, 1996; Ryan & Deci, 2000). We then divided this list into five “high-brow”
objective goods emphasized by philosophers and five “low-brow” objective goods that are
usually omitted from such lists. The former “eudaimonic” list included wisdom, productivity,
meaningful relationships, personal growth, and creative achievement. The latter list included
wealth, power, fame/popularity, physical beauty, and an active sex life. To maximize the
specificity of these lists, we omitted “middle-brow” goods that arguably belong to both lists, such
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as health, security, and autonomy. We also excluded moral goods, such as helping others,
because it is tendentious to treat moral attainment as a dimension of personal well-being in the
target sense of flourishing “prudentially”—that is, having things go well for you in particular.
Our first measure, the Riverside Eudaimonia Scale (RES), was designed to reflect the
philosophical conception of eudaimonic flourishing in this “high-brow” sense. The other, the
Rich & Sexy Well-Being Scale (RSWBS), was designed to emphasize instead the attainment of
“low-brow” goods.
By “doing well,” one might mean that one feels happy and satisfied (subjective well-being),
that one is flourishing in distinctively human activities valued by philosophers (eudaimonic wellbeing), or that one has an abundance of wealth, power, beauty, and sex (which we label “rich &
sexy well-being;” i.e., non-eudaimonic well-being). By measuring all three types of flourishing in
a way that keeps them theoretically and empirically distinct, we can begin to investigate
relationships among these and other constructs (Margolis et al., 2019). We believe that
eudaimonic and non-eudaimonic approaches are importantly different. Whether or not “rich &
sexy” goods are conducive or not to sustainable well-being, lay conceptions of their relevance for
happiness makes their valid measurement consequentially important. Sheldon and colleagues
(2004) find, for instance, that the pursuit of extrinsic goals like wealth, fame, and image, are
negatively related to well-being. Borrowing from philosophical wisdom and validating a
measure of goods of this kind allows us to further unpack the content and process of the pursuit
of the good life.
1.1 Eudaimonia
Eudaimonic well-being has two central features: (a) the attainment of certain objective goods, and
(b) flourishing with respect to activities constitutive of a human life in its full potential.
Eudaimonic well-being, as we intend the phrase, involves actually attaining human excellence, as
opposed to merely feeling like one is flourishing. Philosophers in the eudaimonic tradition thus
emphasize the attainment of such goods as genuinely loving relationships, practical wisdom,
appreciation of beauty, and meaningful creative work (Aristotle, 4th c. BCE/2002; Darwall, 2002;
Hurka, 2011; Nussbaum, 2011; Sher, 1997).
Although most psychological research on well-being has focused on subjective well-being, a
large body of work also examines eudaimonic well-being (see Ryff, 2014, for a review).
Measurement issues are a central concern in this research. It is difficult to determine whether
someone has actually attained goods like wisdom and appreciation of beauty. Self-report
methods, despite their limitations, are commonly used in eudaimonic research.
Most eudaimonic research uses one of three scales: The Psychological Well-Being Scale
(PWBS; Ryff & Keyes, 1995), the Mental Health Continuum (MHC; Keyes, 2002), or the
Questionnaire for Eudaimonic Well-Being (QEWB; Waterman et al., 2010). Other measures are
sometimes considered eudaimonic, but most of these measures were designed to assess
something other than eudaimonia in the context of the attainment of specific goods (see Sheldon,
2018). Below we review these measures and evaluate whether this philosophical notion of wellbeing is represented in the measures’ content.
Ryff (1989) surveyed the psychological literature and proposed the following six dimensions
of psychological well-being: self-acceptance, positive relations with others, autonomy,
environmental mastery, purpose in life, and personal growth. This definition of psychological
well-being is often equated with eudaimonia (Proctor & Tweed, 2016). Ryff and Keyes (1995)
introduced a measure of psychological well-being that assesses each of the six dimensions of
psychological well-being with three items (PWBS). Each 3-item subscale was found to have poor
www.internationaljournalofwellbeing.org
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internal consistency (ranging from .17 to .68), and the intended six-factor model fit observed data
marginally better than a one-factor model (van Dierendonck, 2004). Ryff’s six-factor model seems
also to fit poorly with 42-item, 54-item, and 84-item, and 120-item versions of the PWBS (Abbott
et al., 2006; Kafka & Kozma, 2002; van Dierendonck, 2004).
Furthermore, the surface content of the PWBS does not target eudaimonic well-being in a
non-experiential sense and omits some goods central to philosophical accounts. Some items ask
for self-ratings of components of eudaimonic flourishing, such as loving (“I have not experienced
many warm and trusting relationship with others”; reverse scored) and learning (“For me, life
has been a continuous process of learning, changing, and growth”). However, the PWBS lacks
self-ratings of intellectual or creative achievement. Also, some items appear to measure subjective
well-being, including life satisfaction (“When I look at the story of my life, I am pleased with how
things have turned out”) and negative emotion (“The demands of everyday life often get me
down”; reverse scored). Other items overlap with types of flourishing we aim to capture with
our new Rich & Sexy Well-Being Scale (e.g., “I generally do a good job of taking care of my
personal finances and affairs”). Although philosophical conceptions of eudaimonic flourishing
sometimes include life satisfaction, financial competence, and minimal negative emotion, these
goods are not distinctive of eudaimonic flourishing, which pertains to the attainment of nonexperiential goods. Inclusion of such items in the PWBS impairs its ability to specifically target
eudaimonic well-being. As its name suggests, the Psychological Well-Being Scale may measure
psychological well-being in general as opposed to eudaimonia particularly.
Extending Ryff’s (1989) work, Keyes (2002) created the Mental Health Continuum (MHC).
This measure assesses emotional, psychological, and social well-being. The social component is
unique to the MHC, whereas the first two components borrow from other measures. The MHC
includes three items to assess emotional (i.e., subjective) well-being, with one item for each of
Diener’s (1984) components. Six items of the MHC are used to measure each of Ryff’s six
components of psychological well-being with one scale. Lastly, Keyes developed five new items,
with each one measuring a different aspect of social well-being. Subsequent research has
supported the three-factor structure of the MHC (De Bruin & Du Plessis, 2015; Franken et al.,
2018; Jovanovic, 2015; Lamers et al., 2011). In addition, the measure seems to have suitable
reliability (e.g., Cronbach’s alphas above .9) and construct validity (Franken et al., 2018; Keyes et
al., 2008).
However, like the PWBS, the MHC contains not only items that target objective flourishing
but also more subjective items like, “During the [past month], how often did you feel ... “happy”
and “satisfied with life.” Furthermore, the surface content of some items is not straightforwardly
related to eudaimonic flourishing. For example, “During the [past month], how often did you
feel”…“that people are basically good” might capture something like optimism and positive
sociality, but some philosophers argue that wisdom requires rejecting the belief that people are
basically good (Hobbes 1651/1996; Schopenhauer 1851/2007; Xunzi, 3rd c BCE/2014; for
discussion, see Schwitzgebel, 2007). As with the PWBS, the name of the MHC accurately suggests
its broad theoretical target—namely, mental health in general, not eudaimonic flourishing in
particular. Diener and colleagues’ (2010) Flourishing Scale—conceptualized as a measure of
“social-psychological prosperity”—similarly captures a mix of subjective feelings (“I am engaged
and interested in my daily activities”), optimism, and elements of eudaimonic flourishing, as well
as ethical engagement (“I actively contribute to the happiness and well-being of others”).
Lastly, Waterman and his colleagues (2010) developed a 21-item eudaimonia measure. Initial
testing of the Questionnaire for Eudaimonic Well Being (QEWB) provided good reliability and
validity evidence (Schutte et al., 2013; Waterman et al., 2010). The scale’s items are designed to
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assess self-discovery, perceived development of one’s best potentials, a sense of purpose and
meaning in life, intense involvement in activities, investment of significant effort, and enjoyment
of activities as personally expressive. Although the authors of the scale argue the QEWB is
unidimensional, they used a parceling approach that may hide other factors. Other researchers
have found that three-factor or four-factor solutions create the most interpretable solution
(Schutte et al., 2013). Thus, there appears to be a discrepancy between the number of constructs
the scale supposedly measures (6) and the number of factors the scale contains (3 or 4).
For our purposes, the content of the QEWB is too narrow. Most of the QEWB’s 20 items
appear to target meaning in life and being invested in personally worthwhile activities. No items
concern love or meaningful personal relationships, and no items directly concern intellectual or
artistic attainment (apart from self-knowledge). The QEWB thus appears to target one important
aspect of eudaimonic flourishing rather than a broad selection of eudaimonic goods.
In light of these concerns, we sought to design an improved measure of eudaimonia. In
addition, we aimed to measure eudaimonia reliably with just a few items. We call this new scale
the Riverside Eudaimonia Scale (RES).
1.2 Non-eudaimonic attainments
Attainment-oriented approaches to well-being are not all eudaimonic. In popular culture and
some philosophical traditions, the good life is sometimes conceived in terms of goods like wealth,
beauty, fame, career success, and long life (Homer, 8th c. BCE/1951; The LOX, 1998; the Yangist
chapters of the Annals of Lü Buwei [Knoblock & Riegel, trans., 3rd c. BCE/2000]). Philosophical
theories with an objective component, such as those of Nussbaum (2011), Bishop (2015), and even
Aristotle (4th c. BCE/2002), also often include such goods, although typically these goods receive
less emphasis. As discussed above, psychological research suggests that people tend to overvalue
goods of this sort in the pursuit of happiness (Aknin et al., 2009; Belk, 1984; Csikszentmihalyi,
1999; Kasser & Ryan, 1996).
To our knowledge, no existing measure of well-being aims to capture this type of “success.”
Thus, we sought to develop a new measure focusing distinctively on a broad range of goods that
might be regarded as part of “doing well” or as part of a good, enviable life, but which tend to
be downplayed in traditional eudaimonic theories. Based on our sense of cultural plausibility
and our knowledge of the psychological literature on external goods that may be overvalued in
the pursuit of happiness, we targeted wealth, fame/popularity, beauty, power, and sex. We call
this new measure the Rich & Sexy Well-Being Scale (RSWBS). Thus, the RES and RSWBS each
target not flourishing overall but more contrasting forms of flourishing, which, to phrase a bit
cartoonishly, reflect the vision of the high-minded philosopher on the one hand and the Las
Vegas-style partier on the other.
We anticipated that the pursuit and attainment of “rich & sexy” goods might correlate
differently with respondents’ values and personality traits than would the pursuit and
attainment of eudaimonic goods. In particular, because narcissism, Machiavellianism, and
psychopathy all involve manipulativeness in service of selfish ends, we expected these Dark
Triad traits to correlate with the RSWBS. We also expected that the RES would correlate with the
Big Five personality traits in a manner similar to that of most standard measures of well-being
(i.e., highest correlations with extraversion and negative emotionality, lower correlations with
agreeableness and conscientiousness and near-zero correlations with open-mindedness; Steel et
al., 2008). However, because the pursuit and attainment of “rich & sexy” goods is generally not
highly related to subjective well-being, we anticipated that correlations between RSWBS and Big
Five traits might not show the same pattern. Finally, we anticipated that the RSWBS and RES
www.internationaljournalofwellbeing.org
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might correlate differently with values (as measured by the Schwartz Values Survey; Schwartz,
1992). Given that both the RSWBS and the RES measure self-rated achievement, we anticipated
correlations of both with achievement-related values (self-direction, stimulation, and
achievement). Because standard measures of well-being find correlations between well-being
and valuing moral goods (Aknin et al., 2012; King & Napa, 1998), we anticipated the RES would
correlate with valuing universalism and benevolence. However, due to the unusual focus of the
RSWBS on external goods such as sex, money, and power, we anticipated it might correlate
instead with valuing hedonism and power.
1.3 Present studies
We conducted three studies to develop and validate the RES and the RSWBS. We investigated
the factor structure and reliability of these two new measures, and we explored their validity by
correlating them with 1) other well-being measures to demonstrate discriminant validity and 2)
personality traits and demographic characteristics to provide evidence of construct validity.
To establish discriminant validity, we report disattenuated correlations. These correlations
are adjusted upwards based on the reliability of each measure and approximate correlations
between latent variables in a structural equation modeling approach. Specifically, a correlation is
disattenuated by dividing the original correlation by the square-root of the product of the
reliability coefficients of each measure. Because the reliability coefficients are typically less than
unity, the denominator will be less than unity, rendering a disattenuated correlation greater than
the original correlation. Disattenuated correlations below unity demonstrate differences in the
underlying constructs being measured. By contrast, typical attenuated correlations may show
evidence of discriminant validity when, in reality, the same construct is being measured with
poor reliability. To ensure that our results were not a result of imperfect reliability, we
disattenuate our correlations (with p-values based on the attenuated correlations).
These three studies draw from data that were also used to develop and validate the Riverside
Life Satisfaction Scale (Margolis et al., 2018) and measures of desire fulfillment and desire
satisfaction (Margolis et al., 2019). Materials, data, and R code for this project are available at
https://osf.io/n2pw8/?view_only=c376721072e04772890c13fa85090375.
Based on previous theory and research, we expected the following patterns of correlations:
•

The RES will correlate highly with other well-being measures.

•

The RSWBS will correlate less well than the RES with other well-being measures.

•

The RES will correlate with the Big Five in the same manner as most well-being measures.

•

The RSWBS will not correlate with the Big Five in the pattern typical of other well-being
measures.

•

The RES will correlate negatively with the Dark Triad traits.

•

The RSWBS will correlate less negatively, or perhaps even positively, with Dark Triad
traits.

•

Both the RES and the RSWBS will be associated with valuing self-direction, stimulation,
and achievement as measured by the Schwartz Values Survey. The RES but not the
RSWBS will be associated with valuing universalism and benevolence. The RSWBS but
not the RES will be associated with valuing hedonism and power.

Our hypotheses involving the RSWBS are somewhat more tentative relative to those involving
the RES. Given that there are no extant validated measures of non-eudaimonic well-being, we are
exploring its relationships with other relevant constructs.
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2. Study 1
2.1 Method
2.1.1 Participants
We aimed to recruit approximately 500 participants to ensure a sample size that would provide
a high degree of confidence in individual factor loadings, which were used for item selection.
The participants (N = 504) were recruited from Prolific Academic™ online panel. We only
included participants who spoke English as their first language and did not originate from the
U.S. (A U.S. holiday fell between our two assessments, which might have affected our test-retest
reliabilities.) Most participants were from the U.K. (79%) and Caucasian (82%). Half (51%) were
female, with ages ranging from 18 to 67 years old (M = 35.1, SD = 12.0). Half (52%) of our sample
were in a relationship. Their median education was an undergraduate degree, and median
household income was £30,000- £39,999.
2.1.2 Procedure
Following consent, participants completed several questionnaires and were then compensated
£5. Next, we asked participants to complete the same set of questionnaires 2 weeks later. We
recruited 200 participants out of the original sample of 504, but our final sample size was 194
after removing people who did not respond to any items.
2.1.3 Materials
The first assessment included the measures described below. The assessment also included
additional measures unrelated to the current project.
Participants rated their agreement with five items reflecting a broad range of types of
eudaimonia. These items were chosen to reflect the five high-brow goods commonly mentioned
in philosophical eudaimonic theories. Rather than creating a large number of items to be reduced
in scale development, we carefully constructed the five items to precisely reflect the five target
aspects of objective flourishing. One item (adapted from the PWBS) concerned learning and
growth. Another targeted meaningful productivity, and a third targeted personal relationships.
Wisdom could not be queried directly, as reporting “I am wise” seemed likely to produce
paradoxical responses. Therefore, we developed the item, “I know what is really important in
life.” Finally, we aimed to measure achievement without committing to a narrow view and
referred to several types of achievement: “I have realized my creative, artistic, intellectual, or
athletic potential.” These items were rated on a 7-point Likert scale. See Table S1 of the
supplement for a full list of items.
Next, we developed 51 items designed to assess the five potential aspects of non-eudaimonic
well-being: the frequency and quality of sex, personal wealth, personal beauty, social image, and
social power. See Table S3 for a full list of items. Participants rated their agreement with each
item on a 7-point Likert scale.
We measured positive and negative affect with the Affect-Adjective Scale (Diener & Emmons,
1984). This measure asks participants to rate the extent to which they have felt specific emotions
over the past week on a 7-point Likert scale. We added three low-arousal items
(“peaceful/serene,” “dull/bored,” and “relaxed/calm”) to the 7-item scale to balance the scale with
high and low arousal emotions (Margolis et al., 2018). We computed affect balance scores by
reverse scoring negative affect items and then averaging all affect items. McDonald’s ωt
(McDonald, 1999) for affect balance, positive affect, and negative affect, were .93, .93, and .87,
respectively.
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Participants completed the Riverside Life Satisfaction Scale (RLSS; Margolis et al., 2018). This
measure includes three direct and three indirect items regarding life satisfaction. Participants
rated these items on a 7-point Likert scale and ωt equaled .93. The RLSS correlates very highly
(disattenuated r = .96-.97) with the well-known Satisfaction With Life Scale (Diener, et al., 1985),
but its surface content maps onto a broader philosophical conception of life satisfaction (Margolis
et al., 2018).
We administered the Subjective Happiness Scale (SHS; Lyubomirsky & Lepper, 1999), which
asks participants about their happiness levels. All four items of this measure use a 7-point Likert
scale and the measure had an ωt of .90.
Participants completed the 18-item version of the Psychological Well-Being Scale (Ryff &
Keyes, 1995), which includes six subscales: autonomy, environmental mastery, personal growth,
positive relations with others, purpose in life, and self-acceptance. Items were rated on a 6-point
Likert scale. McDonald’s ωts ranged from .50 to .89 across the six subscales. When all items were
averaged to create an overall score of psychological well-being, ωt equaled .85.
We measured the traits of Machiavellianism, psychopathy, and narcissism (i.e., The Dark
Triad) with The Dirty Dozen (Jonason & Webster, 2010). This measure includes 12 items on a 7point Likert scale. McDonald’s ωts for Machiavellianism, psychopathy, and narcissism were .80,
.79, and .81, respectively.
Participants completed the 60-item Big Five Inventory–2 (i.e., BFI-2; Soto & John, 2017a),
which measures five traits with three facets each. Each facet is assessed with four items that use
a 5-point Likert scale. McDonald’s ωts ranged from .82 to .92 for the traits and .70 to .85 for the
facets.
We obtained demographic information about our participants from Prolific Academic™. We
used the following variables: age, sex, education, relationship, personal income, and household
income.
2.1.4 Missing data
Approximately 17% of demographic data were missing. No data were imputed for these
variables. 0.1% of data on psychological measures were missing. We imputed values with R’s
mice package using predictive mean matching with five iterations (Rubin, 1986; Little, 1988;
Schenker & Taylor, 1996).
2.2 Results
2.2.1 Eudaimonia items
To assess the structure of our eudaimonia items, we performed exploratory factor analyses. In
these analyses, we considered our items to be ordinal, due to their non-normal distributions (see
Figure S1). Thus, we used the polychoric correlation matrix and weighted least squares
estimation. The extracted eigenvalues (2.81, 0.71, 0.60, 0.55, 0.33) suggested the items reflected
one latent construct. This general factor explained 46% of the shared variance among the items.
When we extracted a second factor, an additional 10% of the shared variance could be explained.
The small increase in explained variance and pattern of eigenvalues suggested our eudaimonia
items were unidimensional.
In addition, we performed confirmatory factor analyses (CFA). We used diagonally weighted
least squares estimation and a mean- and variance- adjusted χ2 because our items were treated
as ordinal. A one-factor CFA fit the eudaimonia items well (χ2(5) = 361, CFI = .978, TLI = .957,
RMSEA = .111, 90% CI [.079, .147], SRMR = .038; see Table S1 for factor loadings). The RMSEA of
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this and other models may indicate worse fit than other fit statistics, because RMSEA is positively
biased in models with low degrees of freedom (Kenny et al., 2014).
To assess internal consistency, we examined the average inter-item correlation and ωt , which
were .40 and .77, respectively. Another measure of reliability, the 2-week test-retest correlation,
was .75 (95% CI = [.38, .81]).
2.2.2 Rich & sexy well-being items
We investigated the structure of the RSWBS items, again considering the items to be ordinal due
to their non-normal distributions (see Figure S2). Using a scree test, the first several eigenvalues
(17.28, 3.89, 3.44, 2.67, 2.14, 1.58, 1.23, 1.06, 1.03) suggest that these items form three to six factors.
We conducted exploratory factor analyses with three, four, five, and six factors extracted (with
exploratory bifactor analyses showing a similar pattern of results). The four-factor solution,
where image and power items had the strongest loadings on one factor (which we label “status”)
led to the most interpretable factors. See Table S3 for factor loadings from the exploratory factor
analysis with four factors and item-total correlations between each item and its subscale.
From the information in Table S3 and item content, we selected four items from each of the
four subscales to be included in our RSWBS measure. We conducted a confirmatory factor
analysis with these items to assess how well a four-factor model fit the items without crossloadings (Table S2). We found that a four-factor model fit the items well (χ2(98) = 379.6, CFI =
.970, TLI = .964, RMSEA = .076, 90% CI [.068, .084], SRMR = .051). A confirmatory bifactor model
with four specific factors also fit the items well (χ2(88) = 272.9, CFI = .980, TLI = .973, RMSEA =
.065, 90% CI [.056, .073], SRMR = .045).
We examined the internal consistency of the overall RSWBS and each subscale with ωt
(overall RSWBS = .87; subscales Sex = .88, Wealth = .80, Beauty = .83, and Status = .81) and the
average inter-item correlation (overall RSWBS = .30; subscales Sex = .62, Wealth = .49, Beauty =
.53, and Status = .53). The 2-week test-retest correlations match the ωts well (overall RSWBS= .88;
subscales Sex = .86, Wealth = .78, Beauty = .84, and Status = .87).
2.2.3 Associations between the RES and RSWBS and other measures
Table S5 presents the correlations between the RES and the RSWBS, and demographic variables.
Notably, women, highly educated respondents, and respondents in relationships reported higher
scores on the RES. Similarly, education and relationship status, as well as income, were positively
associated with the RSWBS. Expectedly, the Sex subscale of the RSWBS was positively correlated
with relationship status, and the Wealth subscale was positively correlated with income.
Table S4 displays the correlations between the RES and RSWBS, and other psychological
constructs. As expected, although the RSWBS correlated with other measures of well-being (r’s
.47-.57 [all reported r’s are disattenuated]), the RES correlated more highly (.57 - .88), suggesting
that the RES is more closely related to subjective well-being and psychological well-being. The
RSWBS and RES correlated at r = .58, indicating a substantial relationship. The RES correlated
negatively with Dark Triad psychopathy, whereas the RSWBS showed no relationship with
psychopathy. Conversely, the RSWBS was positively correlated with Dark Triad
Machiavellianism and narcissism, while the RES showed no relationship. The RES showed the
expected correlations with Big Five traits, typical of well-being measures. As expected, the
RSWBS showed a different pattern, with much lower correlations with agreeableness and
conscientiousness. Although open-mindedness is not usually related to measures of subjective
well-being (Steel, Schmidt, & Shultz, 2008), it was related to our objective well-being measures: r
= .25 for the RSWBS and a strikingly large r = .52 for the RES.
www.internationaljournalofwellbeing.org
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3. Study 2
In Study 1, we developed measures of eudaimonia and rich & sexy well-being. In addition, we
examined the correlations of these measures with other psychological measures and
demographic characteristics to establish construct validity. In Study 2, we aimed to replicate
these correlations using only the final set of RSWBS items. We also added a weekly affect
measure to examine whether a more mutable measure of affect correlates as strongly with our
new measures as do trait-like measures. Finally, we added measures of socially desirable
responding and demand characteristics.
3.1 Method
3.1.1 Participants
We aimed to recruit approximately 300 participants because we were primarily interested in
correlations, which stabilize around sample sizes of 250 (Schönbrodt & Perugini, 2013). We
recruited participants (N = 303) from Prolific Academic™. As in Study 1, only those who spoke
English as their first language were included. Approximately half (45%) were female, and they
were mostly from the United States (69%) and White (73%). Participants ranged from 18 to 70
years old (M = 31.9, SD = 11.6). Approximately a third (37%) were in a relationship, and the
median education level was an undergraduate degree. The median household income was
£40,000- £49,999.
3.1.2 Procedure
Following consent, participants completed several questionnaires and were compensated £4.
3.1.3 Materials
Participants completed all of the measures listed below. First, participants rated their agreement
with the five eudaimonia items used in Study 1 using a 7-point Likert scale. McDonald’s ωt
equaled .78. They then completed the 16 RSWBS items selected in Study 1 using a 7-point Likert
scale including subscales for Sex, Wealth, Beauty, and Status. McDonald’s ωt equaled .90 for the
overall scale and .91, .88, .90, and .87 for each of the subscales, respectively.
Participants completed the RLSS (Margolis et al., 2018), SHS (Lyubomirsky & Lepper, 1999),
PWBS (Ryff & Keyes, 1995), Dirty Dozen (Jonason & Webster, 2010), and BFI-2 (Soto & John,
2017a). For ωts values for these scales, see Table S6.
To measure affect, we administered the same 12 items used in Study 1. However, we
measured both general and weekly affect using six composite variables: general affect balance,
weekly affect balance, general positive affect, weekly positive affect, general negative affect, and
weekly negative affect. McDonald’s ωts ranged from .89 to .93 for these composites.
Participants completed a 16-item version of the Balanced Inventory of Desirable Responding
(Hart et al., 2015). Items such as “I never regret my decisions” and “I am a completely rational
person” were rated on a 7-point Likert scale and had a ωt of .82.
To assess demand characteristics, we administered the Perceived Awareness of the Research
Hypothesis Scale (Rubin, 2016), which asks participants to rate how confident they are that they
have identified our research hypotheses. This four-item scale uses a 7-point Likert scale and ωt
equaled .91.
Prolific Academic™ provided the same demographic information for our participants as in
Study 1.
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3.1.4 Missing data
Psychological measures had a missingness rate of 0.2% and were imputed using predictive mean
matching with five iterations. Demographic variables were missing at a rate of 15%, and no data
were imputed.
3.2 Results
3.2.1 Confirmatory factor analyses
We conducted a one-factor CFA with diagonally weighted least squares estimation and a meanand variance- adjusted χ2 with the eudaimonia items. This model fit well (χ2(5) = 19.6, CFI = .982,
TLI = .965, RMSEA = .098, 90% CI [.055, .146], SRMR = .037). See Table S1 for factor loadings.
We conducted confirmatory factor analyses with the RSWBS items, again treating the items
as ordinal. A four-factor model fit the items well (χ2(98) = 243.2, CFI = .985, TLI = .982, RMSEA =
.070, 90% CI [.059, .081], SRMR = .047). See Table S2 for standardized factor loadings. A
confirmatory bifactor model with four specific factors also fit the items well (χ2(88) = 185.6, CFI =
.990, TLI = .986, RMSEA = .061, 90% CI [.048, .073], SRMR = .046).
3.2.2 Associations between the RES and RSWBS and other measures
Table S5 provides correlations between the RES and the RSWBS and demographic variables.
These correlations were similar to those in Study 1. One of the largest differences between the
two sets of correlations is that only Study 2 found a positive significant correlation between the
RES and personal income (Stieger test of difference between correlations p = .04).
See Table S6 for correlations between the RES and RSWBS and other psychological constructs.
As in Study 1, the RES correlated more highly with other well-being measures (disattenuated r’s
= .64-.91) than did the RSWBS (.48-.56), and the two new measures correlated with each other at
about r = .5.1 Also as in Study 1, the RES correlated negatively with psychopathy, and the RSWBS
correlated positively with Machiavellianism and narcissism. We also replicated the Study 1
patterns concerning the Big Five personality traits.
Socially desirable responding correlated more strongly with the RES than with the RSWBS
(Steiger test of difference between correlations p < .001), perhaps indicating that people would
rather present themselves as high in eudaimonia than high in rich & sexy well-being.2 Lastly,
demand characteristics may have impacted the RSWBS more than the RES scores (Stieger test of
difference between correlations p = .01), although we are uncertain why this would be so.

The correlations between the RES and life satisfaction and between the RSWBS and life satisfaction are significantly
different (p < .01). Likewise, these correlations are significantly different for happiness (p = .02) and psychological wellbeing (p < .01).
2 We found that socially desirable responding does partially explain the correlation between our scales and other wellbeing constructs of interest, but only modestly. Specifically, we found that the RES was significantly correlated with
life satisfaction (r = .73), happiness (r = .69), and psychological well-being (r = .91). After controlling for socially desirable
responding, we find that these correlations are smaller, but still significant and in the same direction. Specifically, the
RES is significantly correlated with the following well-being variables, controlling for socially desirable responding:
life satisfaction (r = .58), happiness (r = .53), and psychological well-being (r = .70).
Similarly, we found that the RSWBS is significantly correlated with life satisfaction (r = .53), happiness (r = .51),
and psychological well-being (r = .56). After controlling for socially desirable responding, these correlations become
modestly smaller. Specifically, the RSWBS is significantly correlated with the following well-being variables,
controlling for socially desirable responding: life satisfaction (r = .48), happiness (r = .45), and psychological well-being
(r = .49).
1
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4. Study 3
Study 2 replicated Study 1 by reproducing its factor analyses and correlations. Study 2 also
extended Study 1 by correlating the RES and the RSWBS with weekly affect, socially desirable
responding, and demand characteristics. Study 3 aimed to replicate many of the results of Study
2. Additionally, we tested correlations between values of the Schwartz Values Survey and the
RES and RSWBS. We hypothesized that people with different values might seek these different
types of well-being. In particular, we expected 1) that both forms of well-being would be
associated with valuing the self-direction, stimulation, and achievement, 2) that the RES but not
the RSWBS would be associated with valuing universalism and benevolence, and 3) the RSWBS
but not the RES would be associated with valuing hedonism and power.
4.1 Method
4.1.1 Participants
We aimed to recruit approximately 400 participants because we expected that correlations with
values might be modest. We again recruited participants (N = 406) from Prolific Academic™ and
only included those who spoke English as a first language. Participants were mostly from the
U.K. (57%) and White (78%). More than half (58%) were female, ranging in age from 18 to 70 (M
= 36.3, SD = 11.8). A majority (62%) of participants were in a relationship, and their median
education level was college/A levels. The median household income was £30,000- £39,999.
4.1.2 Procedure
Following consent, participants completed a series of measures and then received £2.5 for
completing the survey.
4.1.3 Materials
All the measures described below were administered to participants.
As in Study 2, participants completed the RES (ωt = .79) and the RSWBS (ωts = .90 [Overall],
.89 [Sex], .83 [Wealth], .90 [Beauty], and .83 [Status], the RLSS (ωt = .91; Margolis et al., 2018), the
Affect-Adjective Scale (ωts = .92 [affect balance], .92 [positive affect], and .89 [negative affect]) and
the Balanced Inventory of Desirable Responding (ωt = .83, Hart et al., 2015).
Participants completed the BFI–2 Extra-Short (Soto & John, 2017b). Each trait is measured
with three items on a 5-point Likert scale. McDonald’s ωts ranged from .58 to .80 for the traits.
We administered the Schwartz Values Survey (Schwartz, 1992), which asks participants to
rate the extent to which each of 58 values is “a guiding principle in [their lives]” on a scale ranging
from -1 (opposed to my values) to 7 (of supreme importance). Items included “social power
(control over others, dominance)” and “pleasure (gratification of desires).” The 58 values were
scored into 10 value subscales (see list of 10 values in Table S7) with low ωts ranging from .31 to
.57.
Prolific Academic™ provided the same demographic information for our participants as in
Studies 1 and 2.
4.1.4 Missing data
Demographic variables were missing at a rate of 10%, and no data were imputed. Other measures
featured a missingness rate of 0.6% and were imputed using predictive mean matching with five
iterations.
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4.2 Results
4.2.1 Confirmatory factor analyses
We conducted a one-factor CFA with the RES items, which were treated as ordinal. Thus, we
used diagonally weighted least squares estimation and a mean- and variance-adjusted χ2. This
model did not fit very well (χ2(5) = 84.3, CFI = .936, TLI = .871, RMSEA = .198, 90% CI [.162, .236],
SRMR = .067). However, if the errors of items 3 and 4 are allowed to correlate, the model fits well
(χ2(4) = 17.3, CFI = .989, TLI = .973, RMSEA = .091, 90% CI [.050, .136], SRMR = .032). This model
has slightly different factor loadings than a model without correlated errors (loadings = .71, .89,
.52, .58, .62). See Table S1 for factor loadings.
We conducted confirmatory factor analyses with the RSWBS items, treating the items as
ordinal. A four-factor model fit the items well (χ2(98) = 432.3, CFI = .965, TLI = .957, RMSEA =
.092, 90% CI [.083, .101], SRMR = .055). See Table S2 for standardized factor loadings. A
confirmatory bifactor model with four specific factors also fit the items well (χ2(88) = 377.9, CFI =
.970, TLI = .958, RMSEA = .090, 90% CI [.081, .100], SRMR = .053).
4.2.2 Associations between the RES and RSWBS and other measures
See Table S5 for correlations between the RES and RSWBS and demographic variables. These
correlations were similar to those in Study 1 and Study 2. Although the RES and personal income
were significantly correlated in Study 2, this was not the case in Study 3—a finding that matches
that of Study 1.
Table S7 displays the correlations between the RES and the RSWBS and other psychological
constructs. Again, these correlations were very similar to those found in Studies 1 and 2, further
confirming the finding that the RES is more closely associated than the RSWBS with
agreeableness, conscientiousness, and subjective measures of well-being, and also further
confirming the association of both of our new measures of well-being with open-mindedness.
Most of the results were as expected. Both the RES and the RSWBS correlated with valuing
stimulation and achievement, and the RSWBS was associated with self-direction. The RES but
not the RSWBS was associated with valuing universalism, and the RSWBS but not the RES was
correlated with valuing power and hedonism. The RES was associated with valuing benevolence
but, contrary to expectations, the RSWBS was also associated with valuing benevolence. Other
reported associations with values were exploratory.
5. Discussion
In three studies, we developed and validated two measures of well-being focused on the
attainment of eudaimonic and external goods: the Riverside Eudaimonia Scale and the Rich &
Sexy Well-Being Scale. These measures were specifically designed to capture self-reported
achievement, in contrast with the measures of subjective well-being used in most psychological
research on well-being.
5.1 Riverside Eudaimonia Scale
The RES had favorable psychometric properties with just five items. Notably, a one-factor model
fit well. In addition, the measure displayed acceptable reliability, in terms of both internal
consistency and test-retest correlation.
We believe the RES has content validity, as it aligns with philosophical conceptions of
eudaimonia. In addition, we provide evidence of the construct validity of the RES by correlating
it with measures with which we would expect it to correlate. The RES was positively associated
www.internationaljournalofwellbeing.org
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with education level and being in a relationship, whereas correlations between the RES and
gender, age, and income were positive, as one might expect, but less consistent. The RES
correlated with other well-being measures, but these correlations were low enough to suggest
that we were measuring a different construct. The RES showed disattenuated correlations with
the Psychological Well-Being Scale of approximately .9, suggesting that it is not unreasonable to
interpret the Psychological Well-Being Scale as a measure of eudaimonia, although more
subjectively conceived, given the content of the items. The RES was moderately correlated with
each Big Five trait, matching previous correlational research linking well-being and the Big Five.
However, the RES correlated more strongly with open-mindedness than other well-being
measures typically correlate with this trait (Steel et al., 2008). Plausibly, agreeing that one is
“inventive, [finding] clever ways to do things” and “original, [coming] up with new ideas” (Big
Five open-mindedness) are likely to be related to describing one’s life as full of learning, change,
and growth, and that one has realized one’s creative, artistic, intellectual, or athletic potential
(RES).
Lastly, Study 2 found a significant and moderate positive correlation between the RES and
socially desirable responding, which was replicated in Study 3. Measures of well-being are
typically correlated with socially desirable responding, and it is unsurprising that the RES would
be similarly impacted.
5.2 Rich & Sexy Well-Being Scale
Our new RSWBS also showed favorable psychometric properties. Although we initially expected
a five-factor model to provide the most interpretable factors, a four-factor model seemed most
appropriate and fit the model well, with facets for wealth, physical beauty, social status, and sex
life. The RSWBS and its facets showed high internal consistency and high test-retest correlations.
Predictably, the RSWBS was positively associated with education level, being in a
relationship, and income. However, it was not significantly correlated with age or gender. The
RSWBS was positively correlated with other well-being measures, but as expected, the
correlations were lower than the correlations between eudaimonia and the same measures. The
positive relationship among subjective measures of well-being, eudaimonic flourishing, and
attainment of goods described in the RSWBS fits well with Bishop’s (2015) “inclusive approach”
to well-being, which suggests well-being involves positive causal networks containing selfreinforcing elements. Subjective well-being and the attainment of eudaimonic and noneudaimonic goods all tend to relate positively: Finding meaningful work in which you are
successful (eudaimonic well-being) can enhance mood (subjective well-being) and income (rich
& sexy well-being), which can then open further opportunities for the attainment of subjective
and objective well-being in a positive (virtuous) cycle. Conversely, losing one’s job can have
downstream consequences on well-being in a negative (vicious) cycle. Similarly, a good sex life,
loving relationships, financial security, and life satisfaction might all form a positive causal
network in a typical well-functioning marriage.
The RSWBS showed small positive correlations with Machiavellianism and narcissism. We
speculate that the correlations are positive due to a relationship between Machiavellianism,
narcissism, and the valuing of the goods on the rich & sexy list, but low due to the fact that
seeking does not imply getting, and excessive Machiavellianism or narcissism might in the long
run interfere with obtaining wealth, social status, and sex (Furnham et al., 2013). It is also
unsurprising that narcissists would rate themselves favorably with regard to physical beauty.
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5.3 Limitations and future directions
Our measures employ self-report, which is not the ideal way to assess objective aspects of wellbeing. For example, agreement with “I am wealthy” or “I am more attractive than most people
my age” on the RSWBS might reflect self-confidence as much as it reflects verifiable wealth or
conventional physical attractiveness. Agreement with “I know what is really important in life”
might reflect sophomoric self-assurance rather than actual practical wisdom. Despite these
possible limitations, subjective measures of objective goods are often accepted as adequately
valid. For example, researchers frequently ask students for their grade point averages instead of
requesting their transcripts.
Future studies might disentangle self-report from objective attainment by using non-selfreport measures, such as peer ratings of physical beauty or practical wisdom, or objective
measures of wealth or intellectual or athletic attainment. Outside of verifiable self-insight in these
domains, there may be interesting predictive value in self-perceptions about such matters.
As previously noted, our lists of eudaimonic and non-eudaimonic goods are incomplete. We
wanted two measures that would capture a sharp distinction between “eudaimonic” goods
characteristic of distinctly human flourishing valued by philosophers and “rich & sexy” goods
that many people value highly despite being downplayed in philosophical traditions. Other
goods, like health, security, and autonomy, do not fall clearly on either side, while also
overlapping with “quality of life” measures in public health policy (Cooke et al., 2016). Moral
attainment is also absent from our lists, despite its prominence in philosophical eudaimonic
accounts—in part because we doubt the validity of self-reports of general moral attainment
(Schwitzgebel, 2019; Sun & Goodwin, 2019) and in part because including it would suggest
ethical attainment is not just ethically good but also partly directly constitutive of personal,
prudential well-being. Finally, thorough eudaimonic lists often include subjective goods like
pleasure, problematizing the subjective/objective distinction (Annas, 2011). Such goods were
excluded to enhance the contrast between our measures and existing subjective measures. A
complete measure of flourishing would require a complete list of objective goods that are
properly weighted in the cultural context—a task far more ambitious than we attempt here. (For
thoughts on how to get closer to this goal, see Alexandrova, 2018; Nussbaum, 2011; Seligman,
2011.)
Finally, our studies recruited participants online—primarily White and from the UK and the
U.S. Paid online participants might be expected to have different attitudes toward work and
money than the general population (Kaufmann et al., 2011). Also, given cultural differences in
self-reported values (Schwartz, 1994), members of collectivist cultures may show lower
correlations between rich & sexy well-being and other types of well-being; they may also
prioritize social well-being over individual well-being. Furthermore, for people in relatively less
wealthy nations, the pursuit of wealth may be positively related to well-being when such pursuit
enables financial security and the satisfaction of basic needs (Ingrid et al., 2009). This possibility
holds particular relevance for the RSWBS, which we acknowledge may represent particularly
rich, industrialized, and Western outlooks on non-eudaimonic well-being. Further work is
needed in validating this scale cross-culturally.
5.4 Concluding remarks
Apart from subjective well-being, a growing body of research is focused on eudaimonia, which
refers to the attainment of goods related to human excellence. The Riverside Eudaimonia Scale
was designed to capture eudaimonia, with just five items, in a way that is informed by
philosophical work on human flourishing. In addition, we developed a new measure of nonwww.internationaljournalofwellbeing.org
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eudaimonic well-being: the Rich & Sexy Well-Being Scale. Both measures appear reliable and
valid, although the accuracy of self-ratings remains a concern until self-reports can be checked
against non-self-report measures.
Psychologists tend to favor subjective approaches to well-being. In contrast, many
philosophical, literary, and popular traditions conceptualize well-being as a matter of attaining
certain outward goods and living up to one’s human potential. According to the latter
approaches, attaining such goods might actually be constitutive of the good life. According to
more subjective views, such attainments might simply correlate with well-being. We offer that
the good life consists of positive subjective evaluations of one’s life and current state, healthy
psychological functioning in key domains, and attainment of life-enriching goods, whether those
are characteristic of expressing one’s full human potential (eudaimonic) or perhaps are part of
baser human indulgences (non-eudaimonic). Ultimately, fruitful interdisciplinary discourse
requires good self-report measures of all components of what it means to be well.
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