
Frontiers in Psychology 01 frontiersin.org

Validation of the Chinese Cultural 
Tightness–Looseness Scale and 
General Tightness–Looseness 
Scale
Jie Leng , Hang Ma , Xiaojun Lv  and Ping Hu *

Department of Psychology, Renmin University of China, Beijing, China

Introduction: This study aims to revise the Cultural Tightness–Looseness Scale 
(CTLS) and General Tightness–Looseness Scale (GTLS), and explore the group 
heterogeneity of tightness–looseness perception in Chinese populations.

Methods: Sample 1 (n = 2,388) was used for item analysis and exploratory factor 
analysis, and sample 2 (n = 2,385) was used for confirmatory factor analysis and 
latent profile analysis. Sample 3 (n = 512) was used for the reliability test and 
criterion validity test, among which 162 participants were used for the test–
retest reliability examination after a four-week interval. Measurements included 
the CTLS, GTLS, International Personality Item Pool, Personal Need for Structure 
Scale, and Campbell Index of Well-Being.

Results: The revised CTLS contained four items and retained a single-dimensional 
structure. The revised GTLS consisted of eight items divided into two dimensions: 
Compliance with Norms and Social Sanctions. Latent profile analysis extracted 
two profiles on both CTLS and GTLS scores, indicating that the sample can 
be divided into two subgroups: high and low perception of tightness.

Discussion: The Chinese versions of the CTLS and GTLS can be used as valid and 
reliable measures of tightness–looseness perception in a Chinese population.
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1. Introduction

Social norms, defined as general unwritten standards of behavior, are vital to both 
individuals and society (Gelfand et  al., 2006; Hawkins et  al., 2019). However, there may 
be national, regional, or social differences in the strength of social norms and the degree of 
sanctions for violating them. These differences describe cultural tightness–looseness (Gelfand 
et al., 2006), which is influenced by ecological and historical factors, such as population density 
and the occurrence of epidemics (Chan, 1996; Gelfand et al., 2011). When facing collective 
threats, tighter cultures hold an evolutionary advantage–for example, in a study of nation-level 
cultures, tighter cultures were associated with lower mortality rates by epidemics, even when 
controlling for collectivism/individualism (Gelfand et al., 2021).

Additionally, research demonstrates that cultural tightness and looseness can affect 
individuals’ personalities, emotions, and behaviors. For example, individuals in tight cultures 
tend to be more conscientious and have higher self-monitoring and self-control abilities which 
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help them in adjusting their behavior in real-time to conform to 
social norms (Gelfand et  al., 2011). Cultural tightness is also 
associated with mental health; for instance, individuals in tighter 
cultures are more likely to express positive emotions and experience 
higher life satisfaction (Liu et al., 2018; Chua et al., 2019) in the 
Chinese context, while tighter culture may lead to lower happiness 
(Harrington and Gelfand, 2014) in American. In addition, a tight 
culture is associated with higher interdependent self-concepts 
(Carpenter, 2000), and may encourage more charitable giving 
(Siemens et  al., 2020). However, tighter culture could reduce 
innovation (Chua et  al., 2019), decrease a sense of individual 
personal control (Ma et al., 2022), and grow more prejudice based 
on skin color, sexuality and so on (Jackson et al., 2019). Cultural 
tightness–looseness also plays important roles in other fields of 
study, such as management (e.g., Gedik and Ozbek, 2020) and 
advertising (e.g., Youn et al., 2019).

Previous work has measured cultural tightness and looseness in 
various ways. Harrington and Gelfand (2014) synthesized objective 
indicators such as the severity of punishment and degree of religious 
piety as a measure of the regions’ cultural tightness–looseness, while 
Jackson et al. (2019) calculated the frequency of words associated 
with cultural tightness–looseness. Developed by Gelfand et  al. 
(2011), the Cultural Tightness–Looseness Scale (CTLS) measures 
the perceived cultural tightness at a personal level (Marcus et al., 
2022). In addition, predecessors composed a provincial (Chua et al., 
2019) and national (Mandel and Realo, 2015) level of cultural 
tightness–looseness by a large sample using CTLS. The CTLS is a 
single-factor structure measurement that assesses the degree of 
clarity and effective implementation of social norms through six 
items and is widely applied in surveys related to cultural  
tightness–looseness. Nevertheless, the reliability and validity of the 
CTLS have been seriously challenged when tested in different 
cultural contexts (Treviño et al., 2021). Oh (2022) found that the 
factor loading of a reversed-scoring item in the CTLS was low when 
used with a Korean population, and that after removing this item, 
the scale reliability was only 0.67. In another study assessing cultural 
tightness–looseness amongst Chinese participants, Liu et al. (2022) 
reported a Cronbach’s alpha of 0.68 for two items of the CTLS. This 
demonstrates the need to revise CLTS and modify it to be suitable 
for measuring the cultural tightness–looseness in China.

The Cultural tightness–looseness theory (Gelfand et al., 2011) 
posits that the strength of social norms, and the tolerance of deviant 
behavior affect psychological adaptation through the structure of 
people’s daily life situations and how constraining the situation is. 
Therefore, individuals may experience situational tightness 
differently in their daily life because of the difference in cultural 
tightness. In recent years, the process of urbanization in China has 
promoted the diversification of people’s lifestyles (He and Qian, 
2017). Although within the same macro-cultural context, individual 
microsystems may be diverse nowadays. Importantly, as ecological 
systems theory suggests, the microsystem is the immediate 
environment for children’s development (Bronfenbrenner, 1992). 
Thus, the degree to which individuals perceive the tightness of their 
general lives may have a more direct effect on their behaviors. 
Harrington (2017) developed the General Tightness–Looseness 
Scale (GTLS) and Childhood Home-Life Tightness–Looseness Scale, 
among others, to assess perceived tightness–looseness in specific 
domains. He  found that tightness perceived in general life is 

positively associated with that perceived in other specific domains, 
and it is also positively related to an individual’s conscientiousness 
and self-monitoring. Since the inception of the GTLS, it has not been 
applied to measure Chinese people’s perception of the general 
tightness–looseness of their life. Given the differences in people’s 
perception of general life tightness and its more direct effects on 
individual behavior, this study also aims to adapt the GTLS in the 
Chinese setting.

In addition, the level at which people perceive cultural tightness 
varies despite the same macro-cultural context (Harrington and 
Gelfand, 2014; Chua et al., 2019). Therefore, the revised CTLS and 
GTLS should be able to effectively distinguish between individuals 
with different degrees of perceived cultural tightness and looseness. 
Latent Profile Analysis (LPA) is an individual-centered method that 
can identify different subgroups contained in a population (Howard 
and Hoffman, 2018). The LPA can also be  used to evaluate the 
construct validity of scales (Davis et al., 2015; Baek et al., 2022). 
Paschke et al. (2020) applied LPA to analyze the newly compiled 
Gaming Disorder Scale for Adolescents and found that adolescents 
with different levels of gaming disorders could be  effectively 
distinguished, indicating that the scale had good discrimination 
ability. LPA will be used to examine construct validity in this study 
and explore the pattern of perceived cultural differences in 
tightness–looseness amongst the Chinese population.

2. Materials and method

2.1. Participants and procedure

Two rounds of data collection were conducted in this study. The 
first round was based on a psychological and health behavior status 
survey program for college freshmen. The research assistants gave the 
participants links to an online survey and reminded them to complete 
it while waiting in line for a physical examination. The response rate 
was 75.51%. The second round of test was conducted 4 weeks later 
through the online platform (Wenjuanwang). The participants 
volunteered to participate and were paid 5 RMB remuneration. The 
response rate of the survey was 99.03%. Of those, 31.64% took part in 
the first round of testing. This study was approved by the Ethics 
Committee of the Department of Psychology, Renmin University 
of China.

2.1.1. Sample 1 and sample 2
A total of 4,773 Chinese teenagers and adults volunteered to 

participate in the first round. According to Raylu and Oei (2004), the 
samples were randomly divided into two groups, namely, sample 1 and 
sample 2.

Sample 1 was used for item analysis and exploratory factor 
analysis (EFA). A total of 2,388 participants were included of which, 
1,591 were females, ranging from 14 to 46 years of age, with an average 
age of 21.76 years (SD = 4.26). Sample 2 was used for CFA and LPA. A 
total of 2,385 people were included of which, 1,508 were females, 
ranging from 15 to 45 years old, with an average age of 21.70 years 
(SD = 4.23).

Given that Sample 1 (χ2 = 264.00, df = 1, p < 0.001) and Sample 2 
(χ2 = 166.94, df = 1, p < 0.001) consisted of more women than men, 
we tested whether there were significant gender differences in the 
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revised CTLS and GTLS scores. In Sample 1, there were significant 
gender differences in CTLS [t(2386) = −2.694, p  < 0.01, cohen’s 
d  = −0.11] and GTLS [t(2386) =3.104, p  < 0.01, cohen’s d  = 0.13] 
scores. In Sample 2, only a significant gender difference in CTLS score 
[t(2383) = −5.83, p < 0.001, cohen’s d = −0.24] was found. However, 
cohen’s d values for these tests were very small.

2.1.2. Sample 3
The data for sample 3 came from the second round of data 

collection and was used for the reliability test and criterion validity 
test. This sample included 512 participants (Nfemale = 252, Mage = 20.63, 
SDage = 2.69). Among them, 162 (Nfemale = 115, Mage = 19.79, SDage = 3.04) 
participants had completed the first round measurement, and they 
were used to investigate the retest reliability at an interval of 4 weeks.

2.2. Materials and measures

2.2.1. CTLS, GTLS and translation process

2.2.1.1. Cultural tightness–looseness scale
The English version of the CTLS (Gelfand et  al., 2011) is a 

single-dimension scale consisting of six items, of which the fourth 
item is reverse-scored. A six-point Likert scale (1 = strongly 
disagree, 6 = strongly agree) is used to calculate the total score. The 
higher the total score, the tighter the perception of national culture 
(Gelfand et al., 2011). An example of an item in the scale is “In this 
country, there are very clear expectations for how people should act 
in most situations.” The Chinese translation of CTLS refers to the 
translation by Chua et al. (2019) because it is accurate and authentic. 
The revised version of the Chinese scale is included in the 
Supplementary material.

2.2.1.2. General tightness–looseness scale
The English version of the 13-item GTLS (Harrington, 2017) has 

a single-factor structure, of which items 4, 12, and 13 are reverse-
scored. Participants used a six-point Likert scale (1 = strongly disagree, 
6 = strongly agree) to rate their agreement with each statement, with a 
higher total score suggesting a tighter perception of their overall life 
(Harrington, 2017). A sample item is “In my life, if I  act in an 
inappropriate way, others will strongly disapprove.” GTLS was 
translated into Chinese and then translated back by two psychology 
researchers. After discussion and modification, the initial Chinese 
version of the GTLS scale was determined.

2.2.2. Criterion validity measurements
Gelfand et al. (2011) argued that cultural tightness can influence 

people’s dutifulness, impulse self-control, and individual structural 
needs through daily situational constraints. Thus, these variables were 
used as criterions in this revision. Furthermore, Chua et al. (2019) 
found a positive relationship between cultural tightness and well-
being in the Chinese cultural context; therefore, well-being was also 
used as a criteria variable.

2.2.2.1. International personality item pool
The 120-item International Personality Item Pool (IPIP; 

Johnson, 2014) measures the Big Five personality traits. This study 

utilized the two subscales measuring dutifulness and impulse 
control from the Chinese version of the IPIP (Ge, 2016). These 
subscales comprise a total of eight items, with sample items 
including statements like “keeping your promises” and “controlling 
your desires.” Participants indicate how consistent these statements 
are for them on a 5-point Likert scale (1 = strongly inconsistent, 
5 = strongly consistent). Higher scores indicate higher personal 
dutifulness and greater impulse control. In this study, Cronbach’s 
α of the dutifulness subscale was 0.67, and that of the impulse 
control subscale was 0.68.

2.2.2.2. Personal need for structure scale
The Personal Need for Structure Scale (PNS) assesses the extent 

to which people tend to construct their worlds in simple and 
unambiguous ways (Neuberg and Newsom, 1993). The Chinese 
version of the PNS contains a total of 11 items (Chen et al., 2008), 
scored from 1 (strongly disagree) to 6 (strongly agree), with items such 
as “I enjoy having a clear and structured mode of life.” A larger score 
indicates a greater personal need for structure. The Cronbach’s α for 
the PNS was 0.75.

2.2.2.3. The campbell index of well-being
The Chinese version of the Campbell Index of Well-being 

(Campbell, 1976; Wang et al., 1999) is widely used to measure the 
well-being of Chinese people (e.g., Liu et  al., 2019), with two 
subsections: index of general affect, and overall life satisfaction item. 
The eight-item index of general affect asks participants to rate how 
often they experience a variety of emotions on a scale from 1 (very 
dissatisfied) to 7 (very satisfied). The overall life satisfaction item is 
composed of a single item that asks “How satisfied are you with your 
life as a whole?” and scored on a 7-point Likert scale (1 = very 
dissatisfied, 7 = very satisfied). Index of Well-Being = 1.1 * (overall life 
satisfaction item) + 1.0 * (Index of General Affect). Cronbach’s α for 
the total scale was 0.92, and that of the index of general affect was 0.91.

3. Results

We used SPSS 22.0 for item analysis, EFA, and reliability and 
validity tests. Confirmatory factor analysis and LPA were conducted 
using Mplus 7.0.

3.1. Item analysis

Sample 1 was used for item analysis. The participants were divided 
according to their total scores on the CTLS, and scores in the upper 
27% and lower 27% were selected for measuring t-test (Yildiz et al., 
2009). The same analytical method was applied with GTLS. Correlation 
between each item and total scores was calculated (e.g., Akin et al., 
2013), as shown in Table 1. The score for the fourth CTLS item in the 
upper 27% group (1.52 ± 1.08) was significantly lower than that in the 
lower 27% group (2.56 ± 1.05), and the item-total correlation was 
significantly negative, indicating that it made a negative contribution 
to the total score and could not effectively distinguish between high 
and low CTLS score; thus, this item was deleted. Similarly, items 4, 12 
and 13 of the GTLS were excluded.
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3.2. Construct validity

3.2.1. Exploratory factor analysis

3.2.1.1. Cultural tightness–looseness scale
Sample 1 was used to conduct EFAs for the CTLS and 

GTLS. We first ran an EFA with the five items from the original CTLS 
after removing item 4 based on the item analysis above. EFA results 
indicated that the KMO value was 0.78, and Bartlett’s test of sphericity 
was significant (χ2 = 4516.57, df = 10, p < 0.001). Using Principal 
Component Analysis and Varimax Rotation, only one factor with an 
eigenvalue greater than 1.00 was extracted, which explained 57.79% 
of the total variance. Based on the criteria of commonality greater than 
0.3 and factor load greater than 0.4 (Du et al., 2022), item 1 of the 
CTLS (commonality = 0.26) was excluded. We then ran a second EFA 
with four items (i.e., after removing item 1). Results showed the KMO 
value was 0.77, and Bartlett’s spherical test was significant (χ2 = 4106.39, 
df = 6, p < 0.001). The single factor with the remaining four items 
explained 67.55% of the total variance. Commonalities and factor 
loadings are presented in Table 2 (N = 2,388).

3.2.1.2. General tightness–looseness scale
We first ran an EFA with the ten items from the original GTLS 

after removing items 4, 12 and 13 based on the item analysis. EFA 
results demonstrated that the KMO value was 0.80, and Bartlett’s test 
of sphericity was significant (χ2 = 8388.92, df = 45, p < 0.001). Principal 

Component Analysis and Varimax Orthogonal Rotation were used to 
extract the factors and rotation factors, respectively. Two factors were 
extracted. However, only 57.33% of the cumulative variance 
contribution was explained. Among the items, the factor loadings for 
item 6 in Factor 1 and Factor 2 were both greater than 0.4, and the 
difference in absolute values was less than 0.3. This item was therefore 
deleted according to the suggestion of Du et al. (2022), along with item 
11. After removing items 6 and 11, the EFA with eight items showed 
that the KMO value became 0.84, and Battlett’s spherical test indicated 
a significant result (χ2 = 5828.65, df = 28, p < 0.001). Two factors were 
extracted, which explained 60.53% of the total variance (factor 1: 
32.02%, factor 2: 28.51%). Factor 1 was named “Compliance with 
Norms,” which measured the clarity of the social norms and the extent 
to which people should follow them in general life and factor 2 was 
named “Social Sanctions,” which measured the degree to which people 
were sanctioned for violating norms. Table 2 presents the EFA results 
for all items.

3.2.2. Confirmatory factor analysis
Sample 2 was used to conduct CFA for both CTLS and GTLS. A 

Kolmogorov–Smirnov test demonstrated that the scores of each item 
in the CTLS and GTLS were not normally distributed. CFA was 
conducted using the robust maximum likelihood (MLR) method 
(Suh, 2015). The results suggest that the revised CTLS fits a single-
factor model well (χ2 = 37.41, df = 2, CFI = 0.98, TLI = 0.93, 
RMSEA = 0.086, SRMR = 0.03) (Gómez-López et al., 2020).

TABLE 1 t-text and item-total correlation (N = 2,388).

t Item- total 
correlation

CTLS (In this country……)

CTLS1 There are many social norms that people are supposed to abide by in this country. −26.33*** 0.53***

CTLS2 There are very clear expectations for how people should act in most situations. −44.22*** 0.77***

CTLS3 People agree upon what behaviors are appropriate versus inappropriate in most situations this country. −44.44*** 0.78***

CTLS4 People in this country have a great deal of freedom in deciding how they want to behave in most situations. 19.02*** −0.31***

CTLS5 If someone acts in an inappropriate way, others will strongly disapprove. −41.50*** 0.70***

CTLS6 People in this country almost always comply with social norms. −44.81*** 0.75***

GTLS (In my life……)

GTLS1 There are many rules that I am supposed to follow in my life. −25.48*** 0.51***

GTLS2 There are very clear expectations for how I should act in most situation. −23.99*** 0.49***

GTLS3 It is clear what behaviors are appropriate versus inappropriate in my life. −23.75*** 0.50***

GTLS4 I have a great deal of freedom in deciding how I want to behave in most situations. 10.43*** −0.22***

GTLS5 If I act in an inappropriate way, others will strongly disapprove. −38.57*** 0.66***

GTLS6 I almost always follow the rules. −36.71*** 0.66***

GTLS7 People closely monitor what I do. −36.35*** 0.63***

GTLS8 There are strong punishments if I do not follow the rules. −47.25*** 0.74***

GTLS9 My life is very structured. I know what I should and should not be doing. −22.93*** 0.46***

GTLS10 There is a right way and a wrong way to do things. −40.51*** 0.68***

GTLS11 There is a rule or a proper procedure for most things. −31.96*** 0.63***

GTLS12 I often have a choice in deciding what I want to do in my life. 6.58*** −0.13***

GTLS13 I often have a choice in deciding when I want to do something in my life. 6.33*** −0.13***

***p < 0.001.
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Additionally, the revised two-dimensional GTLS had a good fit to 
the data (χ2 = 208.22, df = 19, CFI = 0.96, TLI = 0.93, RMSEA = 0.07, 
SRMR = 0.04), whereas the one-factor model did not indicate 
satisfactory construct validity (χ2 = 1157.42, df = 20, CFI = 0.73, 
TLI = 0.63, RMSEA = 0.15, SRMR = 0.09). Therefore, consistent with 
the EFA findings, a two-factor structure was more suitable for the 
revised GTLS than a one-factor structure.

3.2.3. Latent profile analysis
LPAs for the CTLS items and the GTLS items were conducted 

separately using data from Sample 2. Commonly used evaluation 
indices of LPA model solutions include AIC, BIC, and aBIC, with 
smaller values indicating better model fits. Entropy generally needs 
to be larger than 0.8, with entropy closer to 1 indicating a lower 
classification uncertainty in the model (Tein et  al., 2013). In 
addition, the Lo–Mendell–Rubin (LMR) test and the bootstrap 
likelihood ratio test (BLRT) were used to compare a k-class model 
with a k-1 class model, and significant results of the LMR and BLRT 
indicate that the current model has a significant better fit than that 
with one less class (Davis et  al., 2015). It should be  noted that 
profiles with less than 5% of the sample size may be spurious – 
when the number of people in a certain category is very small, the 
classification may be  problematic (Tein et  al., 2013; Ferguson 
et al., 2020).

The three- and four-class models were excluded from 
consideration because they yielded a non-significant LMR (see 
Table  3). The two-class model yielded lower AIC, BIC, and aBIC 
values than the one-class model. Additionally, the entropy of the 
two-class model reached the criterion of 0.8. Based on these results, 
the two-class model was the most appropriate; in other words, 
participants were divided into two subgroups based on their CTLS 

and GTLS scores. The classification results and the mean scores of 
each item are shown in Figure 1.

The two categories were named as the low-tightness perception 
group and the high-tightness perception group, and the scores on each 
item of the high-tightness perception group were higher than that of 
the low-tightness perception group. We treated the LPA class as a 
classification variable and conduct further analysis. The CTLS total 
scores of the two groups were compared, and a significant difference 
[t(1317.23) = −61.19，p < 0.001, Cohen’s d = −2.72] was found. More 
women perceived the national culture tighter (χ2 = 18.43, df = 1, 
p < 0.001), while the age difference between the two groups was not 
significant. The score of GTLS was significantly different between the 
high and low tightness perception groups [t(2017.33) = −46.65, 
p < 0.001, Cohen’s d = −1.95], while the gender distribution (χ2 = 2.95, 
df = 1, p > 0.05) of the two groups and age difference [t(2046.09) = −1.82, 
p > 0.05] were not significant.

3.3. Reliability

3.3.1. Internal consistency reliability
Sample 3 was used to test the internal consistency and reliability 

of the revised scale. The Cronbach’s α of CTLS was 0.78, and the 
Cronbach’s α of GTLS was 0.82 (compliance with norms: Cronbach’s 
α = 0.74; social sanctions: Cronbach’s α = 0.79).

3.3.2. Retest reliability
Results showed that all Pearson’s correlation and intraclass 

correlation coefficients were significant (p < 0.001): CTLS (r = 0.47, 
ICC = 0.64), GTLS (r = 0.52, ICC = 0.68), compliance with norms 
(r = 0.58, ICC = 0.72), and social sanctions (r = 0.48, ICC = 0.64).

TABLE 2 Exploratory factor analysis (N = 2,388).

Communalities Factor 1 Factor 2

CTLS

CTLS1 0.26 0.51

CTLS2 0.70(0.71) 0.84(0.84)

CTLS3 0.74(0.76) 0.86(0.87)

CTLS5 0.65(0.54) 0.74(0.73)

CTLS6 0.54(0.69) 0.80(0.83)

GTLS

GTLS1 0.57(0.56) 0.74(0.73) 0.16(0.16)

GTLS2 0.71(0.73) 0.83(0.84) 0.13(0.14)

GTLS3 0.68(0.70) 0.81(0.82) 0.15(0.16)

GTLS5 0.47(0.52) 0.31(0.33) 0.61(0.64)

GTLS6 0.52 0.51 0.51

GTLS7 0.55(0.58) 0.08(0.10) 0.73(0.75)

GTLS8 0.64(0.65) 0.13(0.14) 0.79(0.80)

GTLS9 0.52(0.53) 0.68(0.69) 0.26(0.24)

GTLS10 0.57(0.57) 0.15(0.17) 0.74(0.74)

GTLS11 0.51 0.46 0.55

The communalities and factor loadings outside brackets represent the result of the first EFA. While the values in brackets represent the EFA result after deleting items (item 1 in CTLS and 
items 6, and 11 in GTLS). The factor loadings of the CTLS were those before factor rotation (since only one factor was extracted) and the factor load of the GTLS was those after factor rotation. 
Compliance with norms dimension (factor 1) includes GTLS1, GTLS2, GTLS3, and GTLS9. Social sanctions dimension (factor 2) includes GTLS5, GTLS7, GTLS8, and GTLS10.
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3.4. Criterion validity

The results of the criterion validity are shown in Table 4 (N = 512). 
The CTLS was positively related to the GTLS and its two dimensions. 
Both the CTLS and GTLS were positively associated with dutifulness, 
impulse control, and personal need for structure and well-being. All 
the above correlations were statistically significant. In addition, the 
structural equation modeling (SEM) method was used to test criterion 
validity, with the multiple criterion variables included simultaneously 
in the SEM. Results showed that both CTLS (χ2/df = 2.33, CFI = 0.91, 
TLI = 0.90, RMSEA = 0.05) and GTLS (χ2/df = 2.39, CFI = 0.92, 
TLI = 0.90, RMSEA = 0.05) model fitted the data well. In addition, all 
the predicted paths were significant (see Table 5).

4. Discussion

This study revised the CTLS and GTLS in the Chinese context. 
Firstly, item analysis showed that some items such as CTLS4 could not 
distinguish between high and low levels of perceived tightness. In 
contemporary China, freedom has become a core social value and is 
constrained by collective interests (Gow, 2017), people may perceive 
both being constrained by social norms and greater freedom. 

Therefore, CTLS4 is not good at distinguishing the degree of perceived 
tightness–looseness, as well as items 4, 12 and 13 of the GTLS. In 
addition, as suggested by Baumgartner et al. (2018), the core concept 
of the reverse scoring item is contrary to those of other items in the 
scale, which may reduce the reliability and misleading factor structure 
of the scale. Therefore, these items were excluded from the 
revised scales.

The revised Chinese version of the CTLS is structurally consistent 
with the version by Gelfand et al. (2011). It remains a single-factor 
structure that assesses how clearly and compliantly people perceive 
social norms at the country level. In addition, we adapted the GTLS 
to measure tightness and looseness in general life. This revised GTLS 
extracted two dimensions named as “compliance with norms” and 
“social sanctions.” The definition of cultural tightness–looseness 
includes two pivotal aspects: the intensity of social norms and the 
degree of sanctions within society (Gelfand et al., 2006). Therefore, 
although the revised GTLS differs from the one-dimensional structure 
proposed by Harrington (2017), it is more consistent with the 
definition of cultural tightness–looseness. Besides, this study found a 
significantly positive relationship between CTLS and GTLS. Gelfand 
et al. (2011) found that the national-level strength of societal norms 
and tolerance of deviant behavior will influence the degree of everyday 
situational constraint, while this study discovered the individual level 

TABLE 3 Fit statistics and class probability for LPA.

Model AIC BIC aBIC Entropy LMR BLRT Class probability (%)

CTLS

1-class 24523.63 24569.84 24544.43 100

2-class 21334.59 21409.69 21368.38 0.80 p < 0.001 p < 0.001 38.41/61.59

3-class 19243.11 19347.10 19289.91 0.99 p > 0.05 p < 0.001 13.92/32.70/53.38

4-class 15249.51 15382.38 15309.30 1 p > 0.05 p < 0.001 10.27/32.66/53.42/3.65

GTLS

1-class 51493.48 51585.91 51535.07 100

2-class 47281.65 47426.07 47346.64 0.88 p < 0.001 p < 0.001 37.23/62.77

3-class 44291.83 44488.24 44380.22 1 p > 0.05 p < 0.001 9.31/58.03/32.66

4-class 42857.52 43105.93 42969.31 0.93 p > 0.05 p < 0.001 34.80/34.30/20.59/10.31

AIC, Akaike information criterion; BIC, Bayesian information criteria; aBIC, sample-adjusted BIC; LMR, Lo–Mendell–Rubin test; BLRT, Bootstrap likelihood ratio test; Entropy is an indicator 
of classification uncertainty; category probability reveals the proportion of the people contained in a category.

FIGURE 1

LPA of perceived national cultural tightness and general life tightness.
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of perceived cultural tightness–looseness was associated with those 
perceived in general life. These findings may enrich the cultural 
tightness–looseness theory (Gelfand et al., 2011) in that macro-culture 
affects the constraint of individuals’ daily living situations both at 
national and personal perceived levels.

Furthermore, the results of LPA demonstrate that participants 
could be grouped into two heterogeneous sub-groups in terms of 
perceived nation-level tightness–looseness and general tightness–
looseness of life. The scores of the high-tightness perception group 
were higher than those of the low-tightness perception group for each 
CTLS and GTLS item, and there was no significant difference in the 
gender and age compositions of the two groups. This indicates that the 
CTLS and GTLS have good structural validity and can distinguish 
individuals with different perceived tightness–looseness preferences. 
When compared with Western countries, Chinese culture is tighter 
(Uz, 2015) yet the perception of cultural tightness–looseness remains 
heterogeneous at a personal level. Consistent with these findings, 
previous work using the LPA method demonstrates that, although 
China is a typical collectivist country, it can be  divided into two 
subgroups dominated by individualism and collectivism at the 
individual level (O'Neill et al., 2016).

In addition, the reliability test showed that the revised CTLS and 
GTLS had acceptable internal consistency reliability (α > 0.7, Viladrich 
et al., 2017), suggesting that each item in CTLS and GTLS effectively 
measures the same construct. Pearson’s correlation and intraclass 
correlation were used to examine test–retest reliability. Although the 
Pearson correlation coefficient was less than the 0.8 criteria (Porst 
et al., 2007), ICC indicated that the revised CTLS and GTLS reached 
acceptable retest reliability (ICC > 0.4, Fleiss et al., 2013). Therefore, 

the revised CTLS and GTLS showed acceptable consistency 
and stability.

The revised Chinese versions of the CTLS and GTLS have good 
criterion validity. Both CTLS and GTLS scores positively correlated 
with dutifulness, impulse control, and personal structural needs. 
Previous studies have found that both CTLS and GTLS are related to 
dutifulness because people are concerned with compliance with 
norms and fulfilling prescribed responsibilities and obligations in 
tightness culture (Gelfand et al., 2011; Harrington, 2017). People in 
tightness culture need to adjust their behaviors to conform to social 
norms, so they have high self-control (Gelfand et al., 2011; Mu et al., 
2015). In addition, individuals with high simple structure desire prefer 
a tightly organized life (Neuberg and Newsom, 1993), so there was a 
positive association between personal structural needs and perceived 
tightness–looseness as found by predecessors (Gelfand et al., 2011; 
Harrington, 2017). Similar to previous findings, this study found that 
perceived cultural tightness was positively associated with life 
satisfaction and positive emotional experience (Chua et al., 2019). In 
addition, Liu et  al. (2022) found that perceived social norms can 
reduce negative emotional experiences and enhance confidence in 
fighting COVID-19  in the Chinese population. Therefore, greater 
cultural tightness is likely to result in beneficial psychological 
outcomes in the Chinese context. The findings of this study can enrich 
the downstream factor of cultural tightness theory, that is, the 
influence of cultural tightness on psychological well-being.

Cultural tightness and looseness play an important role in 
responding to a variety of threats (Gelfand et al., 2021). For example, 
countries with greater cultural tightness have fewer confirmed 
COVID-19 cases and deaths (Gelfand et al., 2021). At the individual 
level, perceived higher cultural tightness results in more support for 
policies to help control COVID-19, more public health behaviors (e.g., 
wearing masks and handwashing) (Gilliam et al., 2022) and lower 
levels of COVID-19 risk perception (Liu et al., 2022). Conversely, 
epidemics may change the tightness–looseness degree of a culture 
(Gelfand et al., 2011). Whether cultural tightness–looseness is affected 
by COVID-19 is worth comparing in future studies. In addition, 
tightness culture is associated with greater prejudice against other 
races, religions, sexual orientations and immigrants, which may lead 
to intercultural conflict (Jackson et al., 2019). Therefore, we should 
also pay attention to the inhibition role of cultural tightness in the 
process of sociocultural change.

TABLE 4 Criterion validity (N = 512).

Variables M ± SD 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9

1. CTLS 19.69 ± 2.98

2. GTLS 37.53 ± 5.76 0.66***

3. Compliance with norms 20.11 ± 2.76 0.64*** 0.81***

4. Social sanctions 17.42 ± 3.88 0.52*** 0.91*** 0.49***

5. Dutifulness 16.25 ± 2.79 0.32*** 0.31*** 0.43*** 0.15**

6.Impulse control 14.65 ± 2.84 0.33*** 0.36*** 0.40*** 0.25*** 0.47***

7. Personal need for structure 46.12 ± 7.55 0.22*** 0.21*** 0.28*** 0.12** 0.32*** 0.16***

8. Well-Being 45.83 ± 9.34 0.41*** 0.41*** 0.41*** 0.33*** 0.28*** 0.45*** 0.06

9. Index of General Affect 40.20 ± 8.30 0.41*** 0.42*** 0.41*** 0.34*** 0.28*** 0.45*** 0.05 0.99***

10. Overall Life satisfaction 5.12 ± 1.25 0.33*** 0.27*** 0.31*** 0.19*** 0.22*** 0.32*** 0.05 0.79*** 0.72***

**p < 0.01, ***p < 0.001.

TABLE 5 SEM for criterion validity test (N = 512).

Path Estimate Path Estimate

CTLS GTLS

  Dutifulness 0.24***   Dutifulness 0.13***

  Impulse control 0.36***   Impulse control 0.12***

  Personal need 

for structure

0.34***   Personal need 

for structure

0.12***

  Well-Being 0.65***   Well-Being 0.19***

***p < 0.001.
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4.1. Limitations and future directions

Harrington (2017) developed several domains of the tightness–
looseness scale whereas this study only adapted the GTLS. The 
applicability of other scales to a Chinese population requires further 
research. Moreover, only demographic information on gender and age 
was collected in this study to protect the privacy of participants. 
Future studies should consider collecting other demographic variables, 
such as participants’ education level, socio-economic status, and living 
area, to better understand the variation of perceived cultural tightness 
among different sub-groups. Finally, further research should expand 
the age range of the sample to test the reliability and validity of the 
CTLS-Chinese and GTLS-Chinese amongst different age groups, such 
as older adults and children.

5. Conclusion

In conclusion, cultural tightness and looseness have an important 
impact on people’s behavior and psychology. The CTLS and GTLS 
scales adapted in this study can provide reliable and effective measures 
of individuals’ perceived tightness–looseness in their national culture 
and general life in the Chinese context.
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