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ABSTRACT 

In my dissertation, I use integrative complexity to explore potential patterns of prediction 

and the underlying psychology of prestigious media awards for three types of entertainment 

media: film (Academy Awards and Golden Globes), television shows (Golden Globes and 

Emmys), and music (Grammys). Briefly, integrative complexity is a linguistic variable and 

psychological construct that assesses linguistic complexity at the structural level of texts. 

Because it analyzes structure – instead of content – integrative complexity provides insight into 

the less overt, more behind-the-scenes aspects of human psychology and culture. I compared a 

random sample of dialogue/lyrics from the winning films, television shows, and songs to a 

random sample of dialogue/lyrics from the other nominees. My results show a consistent 

negative relationship between integrative complexity and winning film and television awards. 

There are several possible explanations for this negative relationship including cognitive strain, 

the entertainment industry’s function as a profit-driven business, and the awards’ propensity to 

prioritize white, heterosexual, cisgender, male creators. For the Best Country Song category at 

the Grammys, my results show a positive relationship between integrative complexity and 

winning. There are many potential reasons for this positive relationship and divergence from the 

patterns seen in film and television awards including country music’s target demographics and 

political ideology. 

My research contributes to both the greater research literature on predicting outcomes for 

media awards and the more specific literature on integrative complexity’s manifestations in pop 

culture and entertainment media. It justifies future research endeavors in several ways: (1) 

replication, (2) application of integrative complexity to other (currently unexplored) media 

awards (e.g., Country Music Awards, the MTV Movie & TV Awards, the BAFTAs, the Booker 



 

xv 

Prize, the prix Goncourt, the Hugo Award, Crunchyroll’s Anime Awards, the Game Awards, 

etc.), (3) application of integrative complexity to other quality metrics in the pop culture and 

entertainment media landscapes (e.g., box offices and sales, Rotten Tomatoes and other 

aggregate score websites, status as a cult classic, audience response, etc.), and (4) application of 

other complexity constructs and psycholinguistic variables to the study of media awards. 
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1. INTRODUCTION  

Former president of the Motion Picture Association of America (MPAA) Jack Valenti 

argued that trying to predict how entertainment media would perform in the marketplace is a 

fruitless endeavor (Pangarker & Smit, 2014); however, his argument has not stopped researchers, 

scholars, and media commentators from attempting to doing so, myself included. Expanding 

upon the research of McCullough and Conway (2018a), my dissertation uses integrative 

complexity – a linguistic variable and psychological construct (Conway, Suedfeld, & Tetlock, 

2001) that has been used previously to study pop culture, media, and storytelling (e.g., 

McCullough, 2019a; McCullough, 2019b; McCullough, 2019d; McCullough, 2020; McCullough 

& Conway, 2018b) – to explore the underlying psychology of prestigious media awards for three 

types of entertainment media: film (Academy Awards and Golden Globes); television shows 

(Golden Globes and Emmys); and music (Grammys).1 I linguistically compared the 

dialogue/lyrics from the winning films, television shows, and songs to the dialogue/lyrics of the 

other nominees from a sample of prominent categories. My goal is to evaluate possible patterns 

 

1 Broadly, I define prestige in terms of voter base – who decides the nominees and (ultimately) the winners. 

As Simonton (2009) explains, “if we define success according to artistic merit, then we may decide to rely on the 

opinions of film critics [and industry insiders] whose job is to evaluate lots of movies” (p. 128); thus, for my 

dissertation, I only considered media awards with industry insiders (critics, actors, directors, producers, etc.) serving 

as their voter base. Limiting my dissertation to only prestigious media awards prevents the voter base from 

potentially confounding the results. Generally speaking, media awards are voted upon by either industry insiders or 

by the general public. According to Kaufman, Baer, David, Reiter-Palmon, and Sinnett (2013) and Plucker, 

Kaufman, Temple, and Qian (2009), the opinions of critics and the general public often disagree; thus, there is a 

possibility that integrative complexity patterns may manifest differently depending on the voter base of the awards. 

While this research question is interesting, it is not the focus of my dissertation; hence, I limited my dissertation by 

design to only prestigious media awards – those awards voted on by industry insiders.  

From those awards, I chose to focus on the Academy Awards, Golden Globes, Emmys, and Grammys for a 

three main reasons: (1) they are all perceived as being amongst the most prestigious awards (Frey, 2007; Frey, 2006; 

McCullough & Conway, 2018a; Peacock & Hu, 2013; Schmutz, 2005), (2) they are all firmly present within the pop 

cultural zeitgeist, drawing substantial attention and focus, and (3) they provided a variety of top categories to draw 

from. 
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of prediction and examine the greater cultural implications of the awards, their winners, and their 

complexity patterns.2 

1.1 Media Awards as Culturally Important 

The general intent behind media awards is to recognize “an artist, group, film, song, etc. 

as the year’s best in a given category” (Peacock & Hu, 2013, p. 74). This intent is reflected in 

many of the categories’ names (e.g., Best Picture, Song of the Year, Best Director, etc.). 

However, intent does not always align with actuality: Do media awards actually recognize and 

award the best media? This question is complicated.  

Some prior research supports media awards as viable, consistent (but imperfect) metrics 

for gaging creativity and quality (Ginsburgh, 2003; Plucker, Holden, & Neustadter, 2008; 

Simonton, 2004). On the other hand, media awards are often criticized for being less concerned 

with recognizing quality or import in media (with recognizing ‘art’) and more concerned with 

recognizing media that exhibits arbitrary attributes and follows a predictable pattern – for being 

formulaic (Ellis, 2016). Publicly, some artists and creators have poignantly denounced media 

awards as institutions: For example, Joaquin Phoenix called the Academy Awards ‘total, utter 

 

2 Here, I would like to clarify what I mean by the term media awards. My dissertation is solely concerned 

with the psychology and implications of the actual awards (i.e., Best Picture, Song of the Year, Outstanding Drama 

Series, etc.) and not concerned with the psychology and implications of the award ceremonies (i.e., when and where 

the awards are awarded). It is important to distinguish between media awards and media award ceremonies because 

while the two are obviously related and often conflated, they serve distinct cognitive functions, satisfying different 

psychological desires.  

Awards “constitute a type of nonmaterial extrinsic reward” (Frey, 2006, p. 386) because they “establish a 

social distinction not achievable by other means” (Frey, 2007, p. 8). Awards fulfil certain socio-biological and 

evolutionary imperatives: “The desire for social distinction that lies behind the demand for awards can be taken to 

be innate to human beings” (p. 7; see also Henrich & Git-White, 2001; Zizzo, 2002). Humans have a strong urge to 

be better than others and awards provide a means of satisfying that urge. Media award ceremonies, on the other 

hand, are experiences of social ritualism and mediated eventfulness. They are façades through which home 

audiences can experience artificial, mediated interactions with the celebrities in actual attendance of the event 

(Pavlounis, 2018).  
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bullshit’ when asked about a potential Best Actor win for his role in 2012’s The Master (Rosen, 

2012).  

However, I argue that this question – do media awards actually recognize and award the 

best media? – is based on a false premise. The question implies there is an objective best artist, 

best group, best film, best song, etc. to recognize when in actuality, there simply is not. The 

experience of media is subjective; the consumption of media – how it is perceived and 

interpreted – “is ultimately anticipated to be a subjective experience for each viewer in each 

instance” (Smith, 2016, p. 88), 

The winner of a race is the first person to cross the finish line. The winner of a hotdog 

eating contest is the person who eat the most hotdogs. These are objective criteria; thus, there are 

objective winners – objectives ‘bests.’ What are the objective criteria for media awards? There 

are of course languages and guidelines for creating media. On the topic of film language, for 

example, Tolliday (2016) explains: 

In the beginning decades of cinema, there was no set language, no decided 

poetry, and no formal structure or grammar in filmmaking: there were no 

rules … It was not until Edwin S. Porter’s 12 minute short, “The Great 

Train Robbery” (1903), that cinema starting developing its basics, such as 

cross-cutting and composite editing, which are now staples in filmmaking.  

Once these rules were made, they became ingrained in filmmaking culture, 

championed by the likes of D.W. Griffith, Charles Chaplin and Sergei 

Eisenstein, all of whom developed cinematic tradition in many ways. 

(para. 1-3) 
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However, following these languages and guidelines – these ‘rules’ – does not guarantee 

media award wins (for a more detailed discussion, see Gunterman, 2018 and Perno, 2018), and 

breaking the ‘rules’ does not result in immediate disqualification for media awards (unlike 

breaking the rules of a race or hotdog eating contest). For example, The Social Network (2010) 

won Best Adapted Screenplay at the Academy Awards despite having a script that was 164 

pages in length when according to screenwriting precedent, scripts “should always fall between 

90 and 120 pages in length” (Buffam, 2011, para. 6).  

Do media awards actually recognize and award the best media? No, because ‘the best 

media’ does not actually exist by any objective measure. Quality perception of media is 

“reflection in a subjective feeling or evaluation” (Yang & Zhong, 2016, para. 6). Whether an 

artist, a group, a film, a song, etc. is ‘good’ or ‘bad’ – is ‘the best’ or ‘the worst’ – ultimately 

comes down to the individual consuming the media in each individual instance.  

So are media awards ‘total, utter bullshit?’ No.  

While media awards may not be objective measures of quality, they function as both 

psychologically and culturally important. Awards are ubiquitous, existing across nearly all 

aspects of culture and sectors of society. They satisfy psychological and evolutionary urges 

because “individuals are taken to have an innate desire to distinguish themselves from other 

individuals. People have a strong urge to be better than others” (Frey, 2007, p. 8) and awards 

“are one of the most important producers of status” (Frey, 2006, p. 378). It is a cycle: Individuals 

attach value to awards because they view awards as important markers of status and individuals 

view awards as important markers of status because they attach value to them (Frey, 2006; Frey, 

2007). Media awards are culturally important because collectively as a culture, we decided and 

continue to decide they are culturally important.  
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We invest time, effort, and emotions debating and discussing who wins, who should win, 

and who should not win (e.g., Abad-Santos, 2018; Hibberd, 2019; Nicolaou, 2019; Reign, 2018). 

We spend money and time to consume award-winning media because it is award-winning media: 

Winning an Academy Award results in an average gross increase of between $4.8 million and 

$27 million depending on the category (Nelson, Donahue, Waldman, & Wheaton, 2001; Dodds 

& Holbrook, 1988).3,4  Winning a Golden Globe averages an increase of $14.2 million (Helmer, 

2013), winning a Grammy can result in “a ‘Grammy Bounce’ [increase] of at least 55% in 

concert ticket sales and producer fees during the year following a Grammy win” (Greenburg, 

2012, para. 2), and winning an Emmy can dramatically increase a show’s viewership and launch 

a network from obscure to mainstream. For example, the first season of AMC’s Mad Men (2007-

2015) was nominated for sixteen Emmys – winning six – and its viewership more than double as 

a result; as a result, Mad Men “is credited with putting the network [AMC] on the map” 

(Bukszpan, 2015, para. 8). 

Moreover, media and stories function as “rehearsals for life” (Rose, 2012, p. 7), and 

“people use media to interrogate their beliefs and feelings, and derive social meaning” (Dill-

Shackleford, Vinney, & Hopper-Losenicky, 2016, p. 634). Media awards serve as encapsulation 

of cultural events (Jaffe, 1988); thus, studying media awards can provide insight into cultural 

trends, priorities, and implications. 

 

 

3 For example, the film American Beauty earned roughly seventy million dollars domestically before the 

Academy Awards. After winning the Best Picture category, the film earned an additional sixty million domestically, 

nearly doubling its total domestic box office. 
4 Winning also means a film “has a longer shelf life in the theatres and a higher demand for rentals and 

DVD sales. There are also benefits for the directors and actors involved who can ask for higher wages afterwards, 

demand more creative control, and choose their own projects” (Kaplan, 2006, p. 33). 
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1.2 Predicting Outcomes for Media Awards 

Despite Valenti’s opinion on the matter, there is an intense obsession with predicting 

outcomes for media awards. As Goff (2010) explains, “predicting winners is … part of trying to 

understand the cultural politics behind the awards” (p. 123). Unsurprisingly, this obsession 

extends to researchers and scholars and as a result, a wealth of previous research exists that 

focuses on “predicting who will win the awards” (Peacock & Hu, 2013, p. 74). For example, 

Pardoe and Simonton (2008) applies discrete choice models to predict winners at the Academy 

Awards based on nominations in other categories at the Academy Awards and previous 

wins/nominations for other awards. Other examples include Correa, Abdala, Miana, and Faria 

(2018) which analyzes twitter5 and Kaplan (2006) which analyzes variables like cast, genre, and 

marketing to predict winners.6     

Surprisingly, what appears to be largely missing from the research literature are studies 

that focus directly on the actual media – on the films, television shows, music, etc. There is a 

lack of research that analyzes the internal characteristics of the winners and other nominees (e.g., 

their direction, cinematography, practical and CGI effects, dialogue/lyrics, their music, etc.) in 

 

5 Correa et al. (2018) analyzes tweets released in the period between the nominees being announced for the 

2017 Academy Awards and the actual awards ceremony. Using sentiment analysis, this study’s results show 

conformity between the outcomes of the Academy Awards and sentiments expressed on Twitter. For example, the 

film La La Land, which won the most categories at that year’s Academy Awards, had both the largest number of 

total tweets and the largest number of tweets that were classified as positive. In contrast, the film Hell or High 

Water, which did not win a single category it was nominated for, had the smallest numbers of total tweets and 

positive tweets. Overall, this study found a moderate correlation between the number of positive tweets about a film 

and the total number of categories the film subsequently wins at the Academy Awards. 
6 Kaplan (2006) seeks “to identify the important factors that influence the Academy’s selection [for the 

Best Picture category] using a logistic regression model” (p. 24). It analyzes three categories of variables – 

Personnel (the directors and actors), Genre (the style of movie), and Marketing (the length of movie, release date, 

source material, etc.). The results indicate that “a film is more likely to win if the film received the most 

nominations, if the film won the Golden Globe Award for Best Picture in the Drama category, if the film was an 

epic and a biography, if the film’s director won the DGA award” (p. 28). Conversely, films appear less likely to win 

“if the film was [just] a biography, if the film’s director won the most previous Best Director award, and if the film’s 

director won the Golden Globe for Best Director” (p. 28). Furthermore, this study found that “a film is less likely to 

win as the number of Best Director awards for the film’s director increases” (p. 28). 
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terms of the characteristics’ relation to winning and establishes patterns of prediction based on 

those characteristics and relationships. There is not a complete absence of this type of research. 

Beyond my own research (McCullough & Conway, 2018a: discussed in more detail below), 

there are some other examples, including Simonton (2007) which analyzes musical score and 

Wang and Wang (2016) which applies semiotic analysis to the Best Picture category at the 

Academy Awards. 

Currently, research on predicting outcomes for media awards is heavily preoccupied with 

the context of the awards rather than the actual media nominated for the awards. Therefore, the 

actual pieces of media (the films, the television shows, songs, etc.) are seemingly neglected on 

the part of researchers, made secondary to their surrounding context. There appears to be a 

sizeable gap in the literature that needs to be filled. My dissertation helps fill this gap by focusing 

on the linguistic and conceptual structure of the films, television shows, and songs themselves. 

1.3 What is Integrative Complexity? 

Integrative complexity is a linguistic variable and psychological construct (Conway et al., 

2001). With some exceptions (see Baker-Brown et al., 1992 for details), integrative complexity 

“can be applied to almost any connected verbal (written or oral) material” (Suedfeld, 2010, p. 

1677). Uniquely, it analyzes the structure of a written/transcribed work instead of its content; “as 

such, the measurement provides a unique indicator of psychological processes that are not 

necessarily influenced by overt factors” (McCullough & Conway, 2018a, p. 393; see also, 

Conway, Conway, Gornick, & Houck, 2014). 

An integratively complex or simplistic thought is not assessed on the value of specific 

beliefs or perspectives, but rather on its underlying cognitive structure, which refers to the 

presence or absence of differentiation and integration. As Gruenfeld (1995) explains, 
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differentiation “refers to recognition of multiple perspectives on, or dimensions of, an issue” (p. 

5), and integration “refers to recognition of conceptual relations among differentiated 

dimensions” (p. 5). Integrative complexity is unconcerned with proving the logical, moral, 

pragmatic, or ethical superiority of any specific belief system or thought paradigm; instead, 

integrative complexity focuses on analyzing how something is said, not what is being said 

(Baker-Brown et al. 1992).  

Integrative complexity levels are jointly determined by both internal and external factors 

of the situation and by personal and ideological characteristics (Suedfeld, 2010); thus, inferences 

about the characteristics of the writers/speakers of written/verbal texts and the surrounding 

context in which the texts where produced can be extrapolated from integrative complexity 

scores. A low level of integrative complexity is characterized by “’black-or-white’ thinking, all-

or-nothing judgments, possessing a general inability or unwillingness to accept uncertainty and 

divergent viewpoints, and a desire for rapid closure” (Thoemmes & Conway, 2007, p. 195). 

Conversely, a high level of integrative complexity is marked by “a high acceptance of 

uncertainty, ability to synthesize opposing viewpoints, or multidimensional integration of 

opinions” (p. 195). 

 Furthermore, integrative complexity can be divided into two subtypes: dialectical 

complexity and elaborative complexity. Dialectical complexity occurs when a single topic is 

discussed broadly and is evaluated from various, distinct perspectives. “Markers of ambiguity, 

uncertainty, or a willingness to see multiple perspectives as valid (even if competing)” indicate 

dialectical complexity (Conway et al., 2014, p. 605). Conversely, “elaborative complexity occurs 

when there is a single theme that is explored in a complex manner” (McCullough & Conway, 

2018a, p. 393) and its markers include “a specific viewpoint, multiple dimensions offered 
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without qualification, and several complex arguments in defense of a particular perspective” 

(Conway et al., 2014, p. 605). “Typically, if a work displays high levels of dialectical 

complexity, it displays low levels of elaborative complexity, and vice versa” (McCullough, 

2020; p. 64); however, “it is possible (but not necessary) for a person to be both dialectically 

complex and elaboratively complex for the same topic” (Conway et al., 2008, p. 1031). 

1.3.1 Previous Research 

Originally developed by political psychologists, integrative complexity has been applied 

across a multitude of research topics, particularly in the domain of political psychology.7 

Recently, the variable has seen greater application in the realms of storytelling, entertainment 

media, and pop culture.8 Most relevant of this previous research to my dissertation is 

McCullough and Conway (2018a), which examines a sample of prominent categories from the 

Academy Awards, Golden Globes, and People’s Choice Awards, comparing the integrative 

complexity of the dialogue in the winning films and other nominees. The results of this research 

show significant differences in the complexity levels of the two groups: Consistently, the 

winners scored lower in terms of integrative complexity than the other nominees. Based on these 

results, it was concluded that “integrative complexity meaningful predicts movie success in 

major awards” (p. 396) and that “dialogue complexity may be playing more of a role in 

 

7 For example, integrative complexity has been used to study terrorism (e.g., Conway & Conway, 2011; 

Smith, Suedfeld, Conway, & Winter, 2008), political ideology (Houck & Conway, 2019; Jost, Glaser, Kruglanski, & 

Sulloway, 2003; McCullough & Kalsher, 2019; Suedfeld & Epstein, 1973; Tetlock, 1984), war and peace (e.g., 

Conway, Suedfeld, & Clements, 2003; Conway et al., 2001), attitude formation (e.g., Conway et al., 2008; Conway, 

Dodds, Towgood, McClure, & Olson, 2011; Tetlock, 1986), elections (Conway et al., 2012), personality psychology 

(Schneider & Giambra, 1971; Suedfeld, Conway, & Eichhorn, 2001; Tuckman, 1966), and political leadership (e.g., 

Ballard, 1983; Thoemmes & Conway, 2007; Wasike, 2017).  
8 In terms of storytelling, entertainment media, and pop culture, integrative complexity has been used to 

study film awards (McCullough & Conway, 2018a), fanfiction (McCullough, 2020), British novelists (Porter & 

Suedfeld, 1981), video games (McCullough, 2019b; McCullough, 2019c), horror films (McCullough, 2019a) and 

Disney films (McCullough, 2019d), social media (McCullough & Conway, 2019; Robertson, Aiello, & Quercia, 

2019), and the psychological differences between fiction and reality (McCullough & Conway, 2018b). 
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determining movie success than a surface reading might predict” (p. 396). McCullough and 

Conway (2018a) functions as both the inspiration and foundation for my dissertation. 

1.3.2 Why Apply Integrative Complexity to the Study of Media Awards? 

Beyond the significant results of McCullough and Conway (2018a), there are several 

reasons to believe integrative complexity is insightful into the underlying psychology of media 

awards. First, there is integrative complexity’s nature as a linguistic variable: “linguistic 

measurements, in general, can provide a potential window into the behind-the-scenes psychology 

of the human experience” (McCullough & Conway, 2018b, p. 519). Second, integrative 

complexity is sensitive to linguistic nuances “at the character level, narrative level, or thematical 

level” (McCullough, 2020, p. 67); hence, the variable provides an opportunity “to understand the 

underlining psychology of [pop culture and] fiction itself” (McCullough & Conway, 2018b, p. 

519).  

Third, there is considerable overlap between media awards and politics – the area in 

which integrative complexity research was originally established. Many of the characteristics 

that are associated with the modern political experience (lobbying, platforms and agendas, 

competing ideologies, campaign spending, etc.) are also common characteristics of the behind-

the-scenes maneuverings of many media awards. On the topic of the Academy Awards, for 

example, Flynn (2012) describes: 

Increasing polarization of ideologies, out-of-control campaign spending, 

leaders are completely out of touch with the American public.  

I’m referring, of course, to the current state of the Oscars.  
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The Academy Awards were the most politicized event in Hollywood long 

before Marlon Brando sent a young Apache woman onstage to accept his 

Oscar for The Godfather in 1973. (para. 1-3).  

Similarly, Cabosky (2015) likens the “For Your Consideration” campaigns that studios 

launch in the months prior to the awards season in an “attempt to sway industry guilds and critics 

to vote for their films” (p. 73) to political campaigns.   

Finally, integrative complexity research is increasingly moving “toward forecasting 

[predicting] as opposed to explaining” (Suedfeld, 2010, p. 1697). There is a substantial body of 

research that demonstrates integrative complexity’s viability as a predictor across numerous 

contexts.9 Because prediction is integral aspect of the psychology and culture of media awards, 

as discussed above, integrative complexity’s focus on prediction strongly justifies the variable’s 

application here alongside the other aforementioned reasons. 

1.4 Research Questions and Hypotheses 

1.4.1 Research Question One (R1): Is Integrative Complexity a Viable Predictor of Outcomes for 

Prestigious Media Awards?  

Generally, people like simplicity, preferring it to complexity (Conway et al., 2012; 

Suedfeld & Rank, 1976; Tetlock, 1981; Thoemmes & Conway, 2007). This preference appears 

to carry over into media awards. As previously discussed, McCullough and Conway (2018a) 

analyzes a subset of film awards and categories and found significant linguistic differences 

between the winners’ and nominees’ dialogue: The winning films consistently scored lower than 

 

9 The predictive capabilities of integrative complexity have been validated across a myriad of studies (e.g., 

Abe, 2011; Conway & Conway, 2011; Conway et al., 2001; Conway et al., 2008; Conway et al., 2011; Conway et 

al., 2014; Hale, 1986; Houck, Conway, & Gornick, 2014; McCullough, 2019c; McCullough & Conway, 2018a; 

Suedfeld, 2010; Suedfeld & Bluck, 1988; Suedfeld, Conway, & Eichhorn, 2001; Tetlock, 1986; Thoemmes & 

Conway, 2007). 
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the nominees in terms of integrative complexity. Thus, R1 functions under the hypothesis that 

integrative complexity performs as a viable predictor for prestigious media awards. More 

specifically, I hypothesize that the winning films, television shows, and songs will display 

significantly lower integrative complexity scores than the other nominees in their dialogue/lyrics. 

1.4.2 Research Question Two (R2): Does the Type of Entertainment Media (Medium) Influence 

the Relationship Between Integrative Complexity and Media Awards? 

As McLuhan (1964) explains, “it is only too typical that the ‘content’ of any medium 

blinds us to the character of the medium” (p. 9). There are functional and fundamental 

differences in how individual mediums are structured: For example, movies are paced to tell 

their narratives over roughly two hours, while the narratives of television shows are paced to 

unfold over the course of multiple episodes (sometimes multiple seasons). These structural 

distinctions across mediums may result in idiosyncratic manifestations of integrative complexity 

– different patterns of complexity associated with winning depending on the medium. My 

dissertation (to my knowledge) is the first to apply integrative complexity to television and music 

awards; therefore, while R1 functions under the hypothesis that winners will score lower than 

nominees, R2 does not function under any explicit hypothesis. Instead, R2 is open to the 

possibility that integrative complexity might manifest distinctively depending on the medium. 
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2. STUDY 1 – FILM AWARDS 

2.1 Methods 

The methods used in Study 1 and in the other studies largely reflect the methods 

employed previously in McCullough and Conway (2018a).  

2.1.1 Data Collection and Sample 

Study 1 analyzes the Best Motion Picture – Drama and Best Motion Picture – Musical or 

Comedy categories from the Golden Globes and the Best Adapted Screenplay and Best Picture 

categories from the Academy Awards. For each category, five years between 1990 and 2019 

were randomly selected.10 For each year, there is a winning film and four other nominees.11 I 

randomly sampled twenty pieces of dialogue from each winner and five pieces of dialogue from 

each nominee, creating a balanced sample across the two groups and a total of 200 pieces of 

sampled dialogue per category.12 To be eligible, the pieces of dialogue needed to (a) be more 

than two sentences but no more than a paragraph as defined by grammatical and stylistic 

conventions in order to eliminate overly long or overly short pieces of dialogue from the sample, 

(b) appear in the original version of the film that received a wide-release, and (c) be spoken in 

 

10 All random selection/sampling in this dissertation was accomplished via an online random number 

generator (https://www.random.org/integers/). The appropriate information was assigned an arbitrary number and 

the generator made the final determination of what was and was not included. 
11 Most media awards and categories use a standard of five nominations – one eventually goes on to win 

and four do not. There are some deviations from this format. For example, starting in 2009, the Academy Awards 

opened the nomination pool for the Best Picture category to a maximum of ten films. To maintain a balance across 

media types, awards, years, and categories, I adhered to the standard and sample dialogue from the winner and four 

nominees for each year. For years with more than four other nominees, I performed a random selection to determine 

which four films, television shows, or songs I would use as the nominees in my analysis. 
12 This number falls within the sampling standards for integrative complexity research (see Baker-Brown et 

al., 1992; McCullough & Conway 2018a). The intent behind my dissertation’s methodological approach is to show 

that the average winner’s levels of integrative complexity are lower than the average nominee’s levels. It is not 

intended to show that every winner scores lower than each of the four other nominees. Due to the dynamic nature of 

film, television shows, and music and the variety of factors that can affect winning and losing, it would be 

presumptuous to presume perfect predictive power across the board. I utilized externally determined categories 

(winners and nominees) on which the average level of integrative complexity was compared, and my 

methodological approach accounted for possible variability in the other nominees collectively. 
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English or in the case of dialogue spoken in a different language, have corresponding English 

subtitles.     

Table 1 contains a complete list of the sampled years and films.  

Table 1. Study 1 – Sample Films by Category and Year        

Ceremony Category Year Winners  Nominees     
Academy Best Picture 1991 The Silence of the  Beauty and the Beast; Bugsy; JFK; The Prince  

Awards     Lambs   of Tides   

2001 A Beautiful Mind  Gosford Park; In the Bedroom; The Lord of  

the Rings: The Fellowship of the Ring: Moulin 

Rouge! 

    2002 Chicago   Gangs of New York; The Hours: The Lord of  

the Rings: The Two Towers; The Pianist 

2011 The Artist  Midnight in Paris; Moneyball; The Help; War  

Horse 

2015 Moonlight  Arrival; Fences; Hacksaw Ridge; Lion 

  Best Adapted 1994 Forrest Gump  The Madness of King George; The Shawshank 

  Screenplay     Redemption; Nobody’s Fool; Quiz Show 

2001 A Beautiful Mind  Ghost World; In the Bedroom; The Lord of the 

Rings: The Fellowship of the Ring; Shrek 

    2008 Slumdog Millionaire The Reader; Frost/Nixon; The Curious Case 

of Benjamin Button; Doubt 

    2012 Argo   Beasts of the Southern Wild; Life of Pi;   

Lincoln; Silver Linings Playbook  

    2013 12 Years a Slave  Before Midnight; Captain Phillips;  

        Philomena; The Wolf of Wall Street  

Golden   Best Motion 1994 Forrest Gump  Legends of the Falls; Nell; Pulp Fiction; Quiz  

Globes  Picture – Drama     Quiz Show 

    1998 Saving Private Ryan Elizabeth; The Truman Show; The Horse  

Whisperer; Gods and Monsters 

2003 The Lord of the Rings: Cold Mountain; Seabiscuit; Master and 

Return of the King  Commander: The Far Side of the World; 

Mystic River 

2016 Moonlight  Hacksaw Ridge; Manchester by the Sea; Hell 

or High Water; Lion 

2018 Bohemian Rhapsody A Star is Born; BlacKkKlansman; If Beale  

Street Could Talk: Black Panther 

Best Motion 1998 Shakespeare in Love Bulworth; Patch Adams; The Mask of Zorro 

Picture – Musical      There’s Something about Mary 

or Comedy 2001 Moulin Rouge!  Bridget Jones’s Diary; Legally Blonde;  

Gosford Park; Shrek  

    2006 Dreamgirls  Borat; Little Miss Sunshine; Thank You for 

Smoking; The Devil Wears Prada 

    2011 The Artist  50/50; Bridesmaids; Midnight in Paris;  

My Week with Marilyn 

    2013 America Hustle  Her; Inside Llewyn Davis; Nebraska; The Wolf 

        of Wall Street     

2.1.2 AutoIC (Automated Integrative Complexity) 

Integrative complexity is scored on a range of 1 to 7: A score of 1 denotes the absence of 

both differentiation and integration, and a score of 3 indicates the presence of only 
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differentiation. Scores of 5 and above denote the presence of both differentiation and integration. 

Scores of 2 and 4 are transitional scores; they indicate the presence of differentiation and/or 

integration are more implicit and emergent than explicit and developed (for more details on the 

scoring system, see Baker-Brown et al., 1992).  

To score the sampled dialogue, I used AutoIC (Automated Integrative Complexity), an 

automated scoring program that was originally conceptualized by Peter Suedfeld (Suedfeld, 

Tetlock, & Ramirez, 1997). A recent innovation, AutoIC has the potential to revolutionize the 

way integrative complexity research is conducted (Conway et al., 2014; Houck et al., 2014).  

Integrative complexity research is traditionally completed using certified and trained 

coders (Baker-Brown et al., 1992).13 A researcher sends their prepared data to a group of coders 

who score the data individually. The scores are then compiled and averaged for analysis. The 

processes of preparing the data for coders (anonymizing, organizing, etc.) and of scoring can be 

difficult and time-consuming. AutoIC greatly compensates for this weakness, exponentially 

reducing the time it takes to process and score data (Conway et al., 2014). Using the same 

guidelines and logics as human coders (see Baker-Brown et al., 1992), AutoIC assigns scores 

based on the likelihood of certain words and phrases appearing in complex passages: 

Words/phrases are weighted according to the probability that they 

would indicate complexity. Some words/phrases are so frequently 

indicators of complexity, and have few or no-low complexity uses, 

that even one mention of them deserves full differentiation (e.g., 

 

13 To achieve certification as an integrative complexity scorer/coder, “would-be scorers must take a short 

training course on scoring integrative complexity, at the end of which they must pass a test set at a very high 

standard” (Conway et al., 2014, p. 607). To pass the test, it is generally expected that would-be scorers/coders reach 

a correlation of .85 with expert coders. This high standard helps maintain a strict level of reliability across 

integrative complexity research (Baker-Brown et al., 1992). 
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“on the other hand”). Some words/phrases indicate complexity, but 

they often also indicate something else that is not complex at all – 

and these words/phrases get lower scores as a result. The exact 

score is based on the estimated ration of complex to noncomplex 

usage. (Conway et al., 2014, p. 614-615). 

Moreover, AutoIC demonstrates substantially higher computer-to-human reliability than similar 

coding programs (Conway et al., 2014; Houck et al., 2014)14 and has seen practical application in 

previous research (e.g., Boyd-MacMillan, Campbell, & Furey, 2016; McCullough, 2020; 

McCullough & Conway, 2018a; McCullough & Conway, 2019; Putra, Erikha, Arimbi, & 

Rufaedah, 2018; Robertson et al., 2019; Salvati & Houck, 2019; Skillicorn & Leuprecht, 2013; 

Weeks & Geisler, 2019; Williams, 2018). 

 

 

 

 

 

 

14 Regarding the reliability of AutoIC, the average alpha across the datasets tested in Conway et al. (2014) 

was .62 and the average correlation was .46. These numbers are substantially larger than the scores reported for 

other automated-scoring programs for integrative complexity: For example, “the LIWC complexity measurement 

had an average alpha across datasets of .23 and an average correlation of .14” (p. 616). Thus, there appears to be “a 

modest-yet-consistent overlap between automated IC [AutoIC] and human-scored IC [integrative complexity]” 

(p.616).  

It is important to note that AutoIC is an alternative – not a replacement – to human-scoring, which remains 

the gold standard. Any disadvantages of AutoIC are largely offset by its main advantage: its ability to score large 

datasets in a quick and effective manner. According to Conway et al. (2014), “the coarseness of measurement 

inherent in translation to an automated system could in part be offset by the larger N it would produce (rather easily) 

in an effort to find a real effect” (p. 621). Across the twelve sets of analysis in my dissertation, there is a total of 

2,466 individual pieces of data (i.e., dialogue/lyrics). Each of these received three scores – one for integrative 

complexity, one for dialectical complexity, and one for elaborative complexity – resulting in a total of 7,398 

individual scores. Utilizing human-scorers to code this amount of data would have likely taken longer than a year. 

Using the AutoIC, the scoring process took a couple of hours.   
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2.2 Results 

 

Figure 1. Golden Globes Best Motion Picture – Musical or Comedy Results: Integrative Complexity Winner 

M = 1.18, SE = .04, Nominee M = 1.12, SE = .04; Dialectical Complexity Winner M = 1.10, SE = .03, 

Nominee M = 1.17, SE = .03; Elaborative Complexity Winner M = 1.08, SE = .02, Nominee M = 1.10, 

SE = .03 

2.2.1 Golden Globes 

A series of one-way ANOVAs (analysis of variance)15 revealed no significant main 

effects for any type of complexity for the Best Motion Picture – Musical or Comedy category 

(p’s > .09); however, the mean scores followed the expected pattern with the winners scoring 

lower than the nominees. For the Best Motion Picture – Drama category, there was a small 

significant main effect for integrative complexity – F(1, 198) = 5.06, p < .03, partial eta-squared 

= .03 – but no significant main effects for dialectical and elaborative complexity (p’s > .06). 

Once again, the mean scores followed expectations. For all three types of complexity, the 

 

15 Standard statistical models, ANOVAs are used to analyze situations where two or more conditions are 

being compared. They are linear models that compare the ratio of systematic variance to unsystematic variance 

(Field, 2014). 
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winners scored lower in terms of complexity than the nominees (for mean scores for both 

categories, see Figure 1 and Figure 2).  

For the Best Motion Picture – Drama category, additional analysis was conducted on the 

years individually. The mean scores largely followed expectations and some significant main 

effects were witnessed. See Appendix A for F-statistics, alpha-levels, standard errors, and mean 

scores for each year. 

 

Figure 2. Golden Globes Best Motion Picture – Drama Results: Integrative Complexity Winner M = 1.27, SE 

= .05, Nominee M = 1.44, SE = .06; Dialectical Complexity Winner M = 1.21, SE = .04, Nominee M = 

1.32, SE = .05; Elaborative Complexity Winner M = 1.10, SE = .02, Nominee M = 1.19, SE = .04 

2.2.2 Academy Awards 

A series of one-way ANOVAs revealed small significant main effects for all types of 

complexity for the Best Adapted Screenplay category – Integrative Complexity F(1, 198) = 

16.23, p < .000, partial eta-squared = .08; Dialectical Complexity F(1, 198) = 7.36, p < .007, 

partial eta-squared = .04; Elaborative Complexity F(1, 198) = 10.45, p < .001, partial eta-squared 

= .05. Mean scores aligned with expectations with the winners scoring lower than the nominees 

(see Figure 3). Similarly, for the Best Picture Category, small significant main effects were 
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found for all three types of complexity - Integrative Complexity F(1, 198) = 8.24, p < .005, 

partial eta-squared = .04; Dialectical Complexity F(1, 198) = 5.99, p < .01, partial eta-squared = 

.03; Elaborative Complexity F(1, 198) = 4.46, p < .04, partial eta-squared = .02. Once again, the 

mean scores aligned with expectations with the winners scoring lower than the nominees (see 

Figure 4).  

For both categories, additional analysis was conducted on the individual years and while 

significant main effects were not witnessed in every year, the above pattern (winners scoring 

lower than nominees) largely persisted. See Appendix A for all F-statistics, alpha-levels, 

standard errors, and mean scores for each year. 

 

Figure 3. Academy Awards Best Adapted Screenplay Results: Integrative Complexity Winner M = 1.14, SE = 

.04, Nominee M = 1.40, SE = .05; Dialectical Complexity Winner M = 1.10, SE = .03, Nominee M = 

1.24, SE = .04; Elaborative Complexity Winner M = 1.05, SE = .02, Nominee M = 1.18, SE = .04 
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Figure 4. Academy Awards Best Picture Results: Integrative Complexity Winner M = 1.21, SE = .04, 

Nominee M = 1.40, SE = .05; Dialectical Complexity Winner M = 1.12, SE = .03, Nominee M = 1.25, 

SE = .04; Elaborative Complexity Winner M = 1.10, SE = .03, Nominee = 1.19, SE = .04 

2.3 Discussion 

The results of Study 1 align with the proposed hypothesis for R1 – the winning films 

consistently demonstrated lower scores for integrative complexity, dialectical complexity, and 

elaborative complexity, whether significantly or descriptively – and reflect those seen in 

McCullough and Conway (2018a). There appears to be a negative relationship between levels of 

dialogue complexity and likelihood of winning film awards. Moreover, it appears that integrative 

complexity is a viable predictor for outcomes of film awards, providing an affirmative answer to 

R1, suggesting that dialogue complexity may play a larger, more substantial role in film success 

than a surface reading may assume.  

 Why is linguistic simplicity preferred over linguistic complexity in the context of film 

awards? There are a number of possible explanations. Of course, there is the explanation that 

people generally tend to prefer simplicity over complexity because simplicity is both easier to 

produce and understand (Conway et al., 2012; McCullough 2019c). Furthermore, simplicity 
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motivates people to action; successful political campaigns, for example, often simplify their 

rhetoric as elections draw closer (Conway et al., 2012). In the context of film awards, it may be 

easier to build effective “For Your Consideration” campaigns – campaigns that motivate voters 

to vote for a specific film – around linguistically simplistic films than linguistically complex 

films.  

 Another explanation may be cognitive strain. According to Suedfeld (2010), individuals 

have only a limited capacity for sustaining cognitive functioning at a high level and “complex 

information processing takes more time and more cognitive effort, ties up more psychological 

and material resources in information seeking and in formulating and evaluating plans, requires 

other problems be ignored or deemphasized, and so on” (p. 1675). Films are crafted from a 

plethora of elements – dialogue being only one. Filmmakers must balance their cognitive 

resources, allocating them across the various elements, and the low complexity levels 

demonstrated by the winning films may represent an optimal allotment of cognitive resources 

towards dialogue. Having simplistic dialogue frees more cognitive resources, allowing 

filmmakers to invest more cognitive resources in other elements – particularly visual elements. 

Film is a visual medium, telling their stories largely through images; therefore, it makes sense for 

films to prioritize their visual elements rather than their verbal elements. 

  A final possible explanation lies in the facts that films tell stories and stories are lies. 

While not (usually) malicious, stories function as a variant of deceit – a form of lying; stories are 

lies in the sense that they involve “authors and writers making up people, histories, events, and 

sometimes entire civilizations, worlds, galaxies, and multiverses” (McCullough & Conway, 

2018b, p. 520). Several previous complexity studies have examined integrative complexity’s 

relationship with lying (e.g., Conway et al., 2008; Newman, Pennebaker, Berry, & Richards, 
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2003; Repke, Conway, & Houck, in press), and found whether lying increases or decreases 

integrative complexity levels depends on the type of lying. Lying in the context of storytelling is 

associated with low levels of integrative complexity (Repke et al., in press), which may be 

because the “truth is simply more multifaceted than created reality, or because of the cognitive 

strain of lying reducing cognitive capacity, or both” (McCullough & Conway, 2018b, p. 520).  

 All these explanations likely play some part in the negative relationship between 

integrative complexity and winning film awards, but more research is needed to draw any 

definite conclusions. The application of integrative complexity to the study of film awards 

remains fairly novel. There is still much to explore and study in this area. 
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3. STUDY 2 – TELEVISION AWARDS 

3.1 Methods 

Study 2 analyzes the Outstanding Drama Series and Outstanding Comedy Series 

categories from the Emmys and the Best Television Series – Drama and Best Television Series – 

Musical or Comedy categories from the Golden Globes. It uses the same methods as Study 1. 

Table 2 contains a complete list of the sampled years and television shows.  

Table 2. Study 2 – Sampled Television Shows by Category and Year     

Ceremony Category Year Winners  Nominees     
Emmys  Outstanding 2007 The Sopranos  Boston Legal; Grey’s Anatomy; Heroes, House  

Drama   2008 Mad Men  Boston Legal; Damages; Dexter; House  

    2009 Mad Men  Breaking Bad; Damages; Dexter; House  

    2012 Homeland  Breaking Bad; Downton Abbey; Game of  

Thrones; Mad Men 

    2014 Breaking Bad  Downton Abbey; Game of Thrones; Mad Men; 

True Detective 

  Outstanding 2000 Will & Grace  Everybody Loves Raymond; Frasier; Friends; 

  Comedy      Sex and the City 

2006 The Office  Arrested Development; Curb Your  

      Enthusiasm; Scrubs; Two and a Half Men  

    2008 30 Rock   Curb Your Enthusiasm; Entourage; 

The Office; Two and a Half Men 

    2010 Modern Family  30 Rock; Curb Your Enthusiasm; The  Office; 

        Glee 

    2012 Modern Family  30 Rock; Curb Your Enthusiasm; The Big  

Bang Theory; Veep 

Golden   Best Television 2001 The West Wing  CSI: Crime Scene Investigation; ER;  

Globes  Series – Drama     The Practice; The Sopranos 

    2006 Lost   Commander in Chief; Rome; Prison Break; 

Grey’s Anatomy 

    2012 Homeland  American Horror Story: Asylum; Boardwalk 

        Empire; Boss; Game of Thrones 

    2013 Homeland  Boardwalk Empire; Breaking Bad; Downton 

        Abbey; The Newsroom 

    2019 The Americans  Bodyguard; Homecoming; Killing Eve; Pose  

  Best Television 2003 Curb Your Enthusiasm Friends; Sex and the City; Will & Grace; 

   Series – Comedy      The Simpsons; 

    2006 Desperate Housewives Curb Your Enthusiasm; Entourage;   

        Everybody Hates Chris; Weeds 

    2010 Glee   30 Rock; Entourage; The Office; Modern 

Family   

    2013 Girls   Episodes; Modern Family; Smash; The Big  

Bang Theory 

    2014 Brooklyn Nine-Nine Girls; Modern Family; Parks and Recreation; 

        The Big Bang Theory    
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3.2 Results 

3.2.1 Emmys 

Overall, a series of one-way ANOVAs revealed small significant main effects for 

integrative and dialectical complexity for both the Outstanding Drama Series and Outstanding 

Comedy Series categories – Drama Integrative Complexity, F(1, 198) = 12.35, p < .000, partial 

eta-squared = .07; Drama Dialectical Complexity, F(1, 198) = 9.16, p < .003, partial eta-squared 

= .04; Comedy Integrative Complexity, F(1, 198) = 5.43, p < .02, partial eta-squared = .03; 

Comedy Dialectical Complexity, F(1, 198) = 5.25, p < .02, partial eta-squared = .03. Aligning 

with expectations, the means scores for the winners were significantly lower than the mean 

scores for the nominees (see Figure 5 and Figure 6).  

 

Figure 5. Emmys Outstanding Drama Series Results: Integrative Complexity Winner M = 1.35, SE = .04, 

Nominee M = 1.62, SE = .06; Dialectical Complexity Winner M = 1.24, SE = .04, Nominee M = 1.43, 

SE = .05; Elaborative Complexity Winner M = 1.12, SE = .02, Nominee M = 1.21, SE = .04 

While no significant main effects were found for the Outstanding Drama and Outstanding 

Comedy categories in terms of elaborative complexity (p > .05), the means scores followed 

pattern with the winners scoring lower than the nominees (see Figure 5 and Figure 6). 
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Further analysis was conducted on each individual year for both categories. While 

significant main effects were not witnessed in every year for every type of complexity, the 

expected mean pattern (the winners scoring lower than the nominees) largely persisted. See 

Appendix A for F-statistics, alpha-levels, standard errors, and mean scores for each year. 

 

Figure 6. Emmys Outstanding Comedy Series Results: Integrative Complexity Winner M = 1.24, SE = .04, 

Nominee M = 1.40, SE = .05; Dialectical Complexity Winner M = 1.14, SE = .03, Nominee M = 1.26, 

SE = .04; Elaborative Complexity Winner M = 1.10, SE = .03, Nominee M = 1.18, SE = .04 

3.2.2 Golden Globes 

A series of one-way ANOVAs found small significant main effects for integrative and 

elaborative complexity for both Best Television Series categories at the Golden Globes – Drama 

Integrative Complexity, F(1, 198) = 7.073, p < .008, partial eta-squared = .03; Drama Elaborative 

Complexity, F(1, 198) = 8.298, p < .004, partial eta-squared = .04; Comedy or Musical 

Integrative Complexity, F(1, 198) = 7.49, p < .007, partial eta-squared = .04; Comedy or Musical 

Elaborative Complexity, F(1, 198) = 6.59, p < .01, eta = .03. While dialectical complexity was 

nonsignificant (p > .08), all three types of complexity held the expected pattern – winners 
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scoring lower than the nominees – overall across both categories (see Figure 7 and Figure 8 for 

mean scores).  

 

Figure 7. Golden Globes Best Television Series – Drama: Integrative Complexity Winner M = 1.30, SE = .05, 

Nominee M = 1.52, SE = .07; Dialectical Complexity Winner M = 1.22, SE = .04, Nominee M = 1.34, 

SE = .05; Elaborative Complexity Winner M = 1.09, SE = .02, Nominee M = 1.26, SE = .05 

 

Figure 8. Golden Globes Best Television Series – Musical or Comedy Results: Integrative Complexity Winner 

M = 1.20, SE = .03, Nominee M = 1.37, SE = .05; Dialectical Complexity Winner M = 1.16, SE = .03, 

Nominee M = 1.22, SE = .04; Elaborative Complexity Winner M = 1.07, SE = .02, Nominee M = 1.18, 

SE = .04 
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When additional analysis was conducted on the individual years for both categories, 

significant main effects were not found for all years nor all types of complexity; however, the 

pattern of winners scoring lower than nominees was witnessed in more years than not. See 

Appendix A for all F-statistics, alpha-levels, standard errors, and mean scores for each year. 

3.3 Discussion 

Similar to the findings of Study 1, the results of Study 2 align with the proposed 

hypothesis for R1 – the winning television shows consistently averaged lower complexity scores 

than the nominees. These findings suggest that (1) integrative complexity is a viable predictor for 

television awards, providing an affirmative answer for R1, and (2) an overlap or shared 

psychology exists between film and television awards (at least in terms of linguistic perceptions). 

This overlap is (in many ways) to be expected; as Litman (1982) points out, there is a symbiotic 

relationship between the film and television industries with both offering various 

accommodations and adjustments for the other. Moreover, it appears that integrative 

complexity’s predictive potential in the context of media awards may function independent of 

medium, providing a negative answer to R2. Of course, film and television are only two 

mediums. While there may be a psycholinguistic overlap between them, the overlap may not be 

true of other mediums. Additional research is required.  

Like with film awards, the negative relationship between integrative complexity and 

winning television awards is potentially explained by people’s general preference for simplicity 

and simplicity’s ability to motivate, cognitive strain, and the relationship between integrative 

complexity and lying in the context of storytelling. However, unlike film awards, the type of 

complexity appears to play a significant role in television awards. For the Emmys, dialectical 

complexity was statistically significant, while elaborative complexity was not, and for the 
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Golden Globes, elaborative complexity was statistically significant, while dialectical complexity 

was not. These differences suggest that the psycholinguistic overlap between film and television 

awards is not absolute, and that there are deviations and nuances across the psychologies of 

individual television awards. 

Of course, it is important to remember that Study 2 (to my knowledge) is the first to 

apply integrative complexity to television awards. This study is exploratory in nature and 

demands further research on the topic before concrete conclusions can be drawn. 
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4. STUDY 3 – MUSIC AWARDS 

4.1 Methods 

Study 3 analyzes the Song of the Year, Best Country Song, Best Rap Song, and Best 

Rock Song categories from the Grammys. Like Study 1 and Study 2, five years between 1990 

and 2019 were randomly selected for each category (see Table 7 for a complete list years and 

songs). Unlike Study 1 and Study 2, the entireties of the relevant songs’ lyrics were collected. 

Lyrics were sourced from two publicly available websites that provide free transcripts of songs 

(AZLyrics and Lyrics.com) and were broken up into the individual verse and choruses. The 

verses and choruses were scored individually using AutoIC, providing a more detailed, in-depth 

examination of the songs’ overall levels of complexity. 

4.2 Results 

A series of one-way ANOVAs found no significant main effects for any type of 

complexity for the Song of the Year, Best Rock Song, and Best Rap Song categories (p’s > .10); 

however, descriptively the mean scores largely followed the expected pattern with the winners 

averaging lower scores than the nominees. When these three categories were analyzed 

collectively, the results almost reached the standard cutoff for statistical significance (p > .054: 

see Figure 9 for mean scores). 

For the Best Country Song category, one-way ANOVAs found small significant main 

effects for integrative complexity – F(1, 165) = 10.26, p < .002, partial eta-squared = .06 – and 

dialectical complexity – F(1, 165) = 9.12, p < .003, partial eta-squared = .06. Elaborative 

complexity was nonsignificant (p > .24). Breaking from expectations, the mean scores showed 

the opposite pattern with the winners scoring higher than the nominees for all three types of 

complexity (see Figure 6). 
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Table 3. Study 3 – Sampled Songs by Category and Year      

Ceremony Category Year Winners  Nominees     
Grammys Song of the 1993 A Whole New World  Harvest Moon; I’d Do Anything for Love (But  

  Year      I Won’t Do That); If I Ever Lose My Faith in  

        You: The River of Dream 

    1998 My Heart Will Go On I Don’t Want to Miss a Thing; Iris; Lean on  

        Me; You’re Still the One 

    2006 Not Ready to Make Be Without You; Jesus, Take the Wheel; Put 

     Nice   Your Records On; You’re Beautiful 

2011 Rolling in the Deep All of the Lights; Grenade; The Cave;   

Holocene 

    2016 Hello   7 Years; Formation; I Took a Pill in Ibiza;  

        Love Yourself  

  Best Rock 2000 With Arms Wide Open Again; Bent; Californication; Kryptonite 

  Song  2003 Seven Nation Army Bring Me to Life; Calling All Angels; Disorder 

        in the House; Someday 

    2011 Walk   Down by the Water; Every Teardrop is a 

        Waterfall; Lotus Flower; The Cave    

2014 Ain’t It Fun  Blue Moon; Fever; Lazaretto; Gimme  

Something Good  

    2016 Blackstar  Burn the Witch; Hardwired; My Name is  

Human; Heathens  

  Best Country  1994 I Swear   How Can I Help You Say Goodbye;   

  Song      Independence Day; Shut Up and Kiss 

        Me; When Love Finds You 

    2000 I Hope You Dance  Breathe; Feels Like Love; One Voice;   

The Way You Love Me 

    2006 Jesus, Take the Wheel Every Mile a Memory; I Don’t Feel Like  

        Loving You; Like Red on a Rose; What Hurts 

the Most 

    2007 Before He Cheats  Give It Away; I Need You; If You’re Reading 

        This; Long Trip Alone 

    2015 Girl Crush  Chances Are; Diamond Rings and Old 

Barstools; Hold My Hand; Traveller 

  Best Rap Song 2006 Money Maker  It’s Going Down; Kick, Push; Ridin’; What  

        You Know 

    2008 Lollipop   Low; Sexual Eruption; Superstar; Swagga  

        Like Us 

    2012 N*****s in Paris  Daughters; Lotus Flower Bomb; Mercy;  

The Motto; Young, Wild, & Free  

    2013 Thrift Shop  F****n’ Problems’; Holy Grail; New Slaves;  

Started from the Bottom 

    2016 Hotline Bling  All the Way Up; Famous; No Problem;  

        Ultralight Beam     
 

Additional analysis was completed on each year individually for the Best Country Song 

category. While significant main effects were not observed in every year for every type of 

complexity, the mean pattern described previously (winners scoring higher than the nominees) 

was largely present. See Appendix A for a complete list of F-statistics, alpha-levels, standard 

errors, and mean scores for each year. 
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Figure 9. Grammys Nonsignificant Categories Results: Song of the Year (SoY) Integrative Complexity Winner 

M = 1.26, SE = .06, Nominee M = 1.34, SE = .03; Dialectical Complexity Winner M = 1.21, SE = .05, 

Nominee M = 1.26, SE = .03; Elaborative Complexity Winner M = 1.05, SE = .02, Nominee M = 1.09, 

SE = .02. Best Rap Song (BRaS) Integrative Complexity Winner M = 1.17, SE = .05, Nominee M = 

1.27, SE = .04; Dialectical Complexity Winner M = 1.11, SE = .03, Nominee M = 1.21, SE = .03; 

Elaborative Complexity Winner M = 1.06, SE = .02, Nominee M – 1.07, SE = .02. Best Rock Song 

(BRoS) Integrative Complexity Winner M = 1.14, SE = .05, Nominee M = 1.19, SE = .05; Dialectical 

Complexity Winner M = 1.13, SE = .04, Nominee M = 1.16, SE = .02; Elaborative Complexity Winner 

M = 1.03, SE = .01, Nominee M = 1.03, SE = .02  

 

Figure 10. Grammys Best Country Song Results: Integrative Complexity Winner M = 1.54, SE = .08, 

Nominee M = 1.27, SE = .04; Dialectical Complexity Winner M = 1.42, SE = .07, Nominee M = 1.20, 

SE = .03; Elaborative Complexity Winner M = 1.17, SE = .03, Nominee M = 1.11, SE = .06 
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4.3 Discussion 

The findings of Study 3 provide an affirmative answer to R2, suggesting that IC is (in 

part) a function of medium. Moreover, the findings diverge from expectations in two ways: (1) 

the Song of the Year, Best Rap Song, and Best Rock Song categories were nonsignificant even 

though descriptively, their mean scores followed pattern, and (2) the Best Country Song category 

was significant, but its mean pattern was in the opposite direction with the winning songs scoring 

higher than the other nominees. These divergences suggest that while integrative complexity 

may not be a viable predictor of outcomes for most music awards, it may be a viable predictor 

for music awards that specifically award or focus on country music.  

The following subsections discuss possible explanations for these divergences and their 

implications. 

4.3.1 Song of the Year, Best Rap Song, and Best Rock Song 

Levinson (2004) asserts that “it is a large step … to claim that music is, in its sequence 

and progression, narrating a story of some kind as it unfolds” (p. 428). Television shows and 

films largely tell concrete stories – there are characters, plots, climaxes in narrative arcs, 

sequences of connected temporal events, etc. – and as previously discussed, there is an 

association between storytelling and lower levels of integrative complexity (Repke et al., in 

press). Conversely, the elements in music “are not as concrete or detailed” (Levinson, 2004, p. 

433); instead, “the agents, objects, and motivations of musically embodied actions remain more 

indeterminate … ‘a kind of drama that lack determinate characters’” (p. 433). While films and 

television shows are narrative-focused (focused on telling a coherent story), music is dramatic 

(Levinson, 2004). This difference (narrative-focused vs. dramatic) may explain why the Song of 

the Year, Best Rap Song, and Best Rock Song categories (despite adhering to the expected 
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pattern descriptively) were ultimately nonsignificant. The lack concreteness may result in a lack 

of measurable linguistic differences in terms of integrative complexity in song lyrics.  

 Of course, Study 3 is exploratory as it is the first (to my knowledge) to apply integrative 

complexity to an analysis of the Grammys. While it does appear to provide a negative answer to 

R1 in terms of music awards (with the exclusion of the Best Country Song category: discussed 

below), more data and analysis are needed before definitive conclusions are drawn. 

4.3.2 Best Country Song 

Why was the Best Country Song category statistically significant while the other 

Grammys categories were nonsignificant? Previous scholarship has argued that the genre of 

country music fundamentally differs from other mainstream music genres: “country music has 

long employed a consistent catalog of themes, topics, and references, both textual and musical, to 

help identify it as distinct from other popular musical genres” (Neal, 2007, p. 41; see also 

Buckley, 1979; Frisby & Aubrey, 2012; Griffins, 2015; Gritzner, 1978; Guskaroska & Taylor, 

2019). These fundamental differences may explain why the Best Country Song category was 

significant when the other music categories were not. 

One of the more relevant differences in the present context is the fact that country music 

tends to be more lyric-focused than other genres: “country music lyrics are meant to be heard” 

(Buckley, 1979, p. 293), and by extension, understood. Thus, country music is likely more 

conducive to narrating some semblance of a traditional story than most other mainstream genres. 

While a dramatic model as described by Levinson (2004) may be the preferred method to 

analyzing most music genres (particularly those that prioritize instrumental composition over 

lyrics), a narrative model of analysis may be a valid method for analyzing country music (Neal, 

2007). As Buckley (1979) explains, for instance, “the melody is the more important factor in the 
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selection of material in rock music, while lyrics are the more important consideration in country. 

The instrumental is subordinate to the vocal” (p. 293). Because integrative complexity is a 

linguistic variable, it makes sense that the variable would be more applicable to genres that 

prioritize lyrics. 

Why did the Best Country Song winners score higher than the other nominees in terms of 

integrative complexity, breaking with the expectations set by previous research (McCullough & 

Conway, 2018a) and with the patterns witnessed in Study 1 and Study 2?  There are several 

possible explanations. First, the difference between film and television awards and country music 

awards may be explained by music’s lack of visual. Film and television are visual mediums, and 

while songs can be accompanied by music videos, the songs themselves lack an inherent visual 

component. When people listen to songs, the creation of visuals is the purview of their 

imaginations. McCullough (2020) explains that the “absence [of visuals] may promote persons to 

seek cognitive stimulation in other forms” (p. 66). In the case of music, the lack of visuals may 

predispose listeners “to seek satisfying levels of cognitive stimulation elsewhere which may 

subsequently promote the preference for higher levels of integrative complexity” (p. 66). 

However, the lack of visual stimuli is endemic of all music and not isolated solely to country 

music. If the complexity difference between film and television awards and country music 

awards is rooted predominantly in music’s lack of visuals, one would expect similar complexity 

patterns in all (or most) genres of music – one would expect the Song of the Year, Best Rap 

Song, and Best Rock Song categories to also feature winners with higher complexity scores than 

the nominees even descriptively. While music’s lack of visual stimuli may have some influence, 

it is likely not the prevailing factor.  
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Second, “country music has always appealed to an older audience” (Shusterman, 1999, p. 

222). Some prior studies have found a connection between increased levels of integrative 

complexity and increased age (de Vries & Walker, 1987; Porter & Suedfeld, 1981). Country 

music’s target demographics may predispose the musical genre to higher levels of integrative 

complexity.  

Third, the preference for complex lyrics may be explained by country music’s 

contradicting subtext. According to Shusterman (1999), “country music can project an image that 

is traditional, white, and all-American, yet also attractively distinctive and not blandly 

conformist” (p. 222). Country music presents an oppositional attitude, balancing the seemingly 

conflicting desires to “stand out from the nondescript blandness of white American mainstream 

culture while still fitting in as true to its traditions” (p. 222). The value pluralism model (Tetlock, 

1986) explains that higher levels of integrative complexity are induced by core values coming 

into conflict. Country music’s oppositional attitude – the dissonance of simultaneously standing 

out and fitting in – may promote higher levels of integrative complexity. Thus, the country songs 

that most strongly embody this attitude may be more likely to be perceived as being of higher 

quality and subsequently, more likely to win awards.  

A final possible explanation of country music divergence is political ideology. While the 

majority of the entertainment industry – particularly Hollywood – trends liberal (McIntosh, 

Murray, Murray, & Sabia, 2003; Powers, Rothman, & Rothman, 1993; Ramadhan, Kuncara, & 

Astuti, 2019), country music overwhelmingly trends conservative (Griffins, 2005; Gritzner, 

1978). Political ideology is a popular topic for integrative complexity research, examining how 

integrative complexity manifests across the liberal-conservative spectrum (e.g., Jost et al., 2003; 

McCullough & Kalsher, 2019; Suedfeld & Epstein, 1973; Tetlock, 1984). While the majority of 
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previous research has found connections between high levels of complexity and liberalism and 

between low levels of complexity and conservativism, some previous research has found the 

opposite: “are conservatives simple-minded? The present results suggest the answer to this 

question is ‘yes...but only on some topics [or in some contexts].’ On other topics [or in other 

contexts], conservatives are more complex than liberals” (Conway et al., 2016, p. 790). Country 

music appears to be a context where high integrative complexity is tied to conservatism, while 

other forms of entertainment media and genres of music appear to be contexts where low 

integrative complexity is tied to liberalism.  

Of course, additional research is needed to confirm any conclusions because like Study 2, 

Study 3 is exploratory, being the first (to my knowledge) to apply integrative complexity to the 

Grammys. 
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5. GENERAL DISCUSSION 

Awards are ubiquitous across societies and cultures because “the quest for social 

distinction is taken to be a hardwired trait of human nature” (Frey, 2006, p. 379; see also Henrich 

& Git-White, 2001; Zizzo, 2002); yet “despite the importance of awards in society, academic 

research (outside history) has largely disregarded them” (Frey, 2006, p. 378). The unique 

psychology of awards warrants a greater degree of research interest. My dissertation helps fill 

this gap in the literature and further demonstrates integrative complexity’s predictive potential 

for media awards. All three studies yielded significant results: Study 1 and Study 2 found 

negative relationships between integrative complexity and winning film and television awards, 

and Study 3 found a positive relationship between integrative complexity and winning the 

Grammys’ Best Country Song category.  

While small in terms of effect size, the significant and relatively consistent results within 

and/or across Study 1, Study 2, and Study 3 are particularly impressive for two main reasons: (1) 

integrative complexity as a construct is subtle in nature, focused on examining the behind-the-

scenes psychology of phenomena (McCullough & Conway, 2018a; McCullough & Conway, 

2018b), and (2) films, television shows, and songs are multifaceted creations, crafted from more 

factors than just dialogue and lyrics. Many of the other factors are not linguistic in nature and 

thus, have little to do (if anything) with integrative complexity, suggesting that the integrative 

complexity of dialogue and lyrics may play a more influential role in the success of 

entertainment media than a surface reading might indicate.  

In the following sections, I discuss answers to the research questions, possible 

explanations and implications of my findings, and directions for future research. 
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5.1 Answering Research Question One (R1) and Research Question Two (R2) 

5.1.1 Research Question One (R1): Is Integrative Complexity a Viable Predictor of Outcomes for 

Prestigious Media Awards?  

According to Conway et al. (2001), “the evidence suggests that integrative complexity is 

a powerful predictor” (para. 38). The variable’s predictive capabilities have been demonstrated 

across a multitude of individual contexts including elections (e.g., Conway et al., 2012), 

international conflict (e.g., Conway et al., 2003; Conway et al., 2001), academic publications 

(e.g., McCullough, 2018), fanfiction (e.g., McCullough, 2020), etc. A primary purpose of my 

dissertation is exploring if media awards are a context where integrative complexity is predictive 

of the outcomes and winners.  

 McCullough and Conway (2018a) argues “integrative complexity’s predictive power can 

be applied to be the entertainment industry and pop culture” (p. 394), and my dissertation 

appears to support this conclusion, providing an affirmative answer to R1. Overall, the findings 

across my dissertation’s three studies appear to the support integrative complexity’s predictive 

viability in the context of media awards: the data reveals small but measurable differences 

between the complexity levels of the dialogue/lyrics of the winning and nominated media.16  

As previously mentioned, a plethora of previous research exists that focuses on 

“predicting who will win the awards” (Peacock & Hu, 2013, p. 74). A portion of this research 

focuses on models that utilize multiple factors in their analysis and their prediction: For example, 

Kaplan (2006) explores the relationship between Personnel (the directors and actors), Genre (the 

 

16 While the effect sizes throughout my dissertation are small, ranging between .02 to .08, small effect sizes 

for individual predictors are not uncommon nor outside the norm in research to predict outcomes for media awards. 

For example, Simonton (2009) analyzes fourteen different predictors and found those predictors together accounted 

for a total of roughly thirty percent of the variance in receipt of awards in dramatic award categories.     
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style of movie), and Marketing (the length of movie, release date, source material, etc.) and 

winning film awards. Consideration and incorporation of integrative complexity into these 

models may improve their overall viability, reliability, accuracy, and predictive potential. Likely, 

the optimal predictive model for media awards is massive combination of a plethora of predictors 

– both predictors that evaluate internal characteristics of media (e.g., integrative complexity of 

dialogue, musical score, creators and contributors, etc.) and predictors that evaluate external 

characteristics (e.g., twitter response, critical response, overall budget, specific budget for the 

“For Your Consideration” campaigns, etc.). Simonton (2009) explains how ideally media would 

be judged for quality using a multidimensional model, but Simonton laments that “the research 

published to date does not allow us to construct such a model” (p. 129). My dissertation is 

another small step towards the creation of such a model.  

5.1.2 Research Question Two (R2): Does the Type of Entertainment Media (Medium) Influence 

the Relationship Between Integrative Complexity and Media Awards? 

Collectively, the results of Study 1, Study 2, and Study 3 indicate that medium plays a 

role in the relationship between integrative complexity and winning media awards, providing 

affirmative answer to R2. While there is some overlap across mediums (i.e., both film and 

television awards feature negative relationships between integrative complexity and winning), 

there are unique nuances across awards and categories. While the divergent findings of Study 3 

most strongly demonstrate the linguistic differences across mediums, the variations in effect size 

and significance in and across Study 1’s and Study 2’s findings also speak to the apparent 

influence of medium. 
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5.2 Explanations and Implications 

Throughout the following subsections, I discuss potential explanations and cultural 

implications of my dissertation’s finding, focusing specifically on the negative relationship 

demonstrated either significantly or descriptively by the film awards, television awards, and the 

Song of the Year, Best Rap Song, and Best Rock categories at the Grammys (see the Best 

Country Song subsection of Study 3’s Discussion for possible explanations and implications of 

country music awards’ positive relationship with integrative complexity). 

5.2.1 Entertainment as Business 

The negative relationship between integrative complexity and winning media awards may 

be explained as a reflection of the fact that the entertainment industry is ultimately a business 

with the goal of accumulating profit (Blumler & Spicer, 1990; Guback, 1974; Guback, 1987; 

Kretschmer, Klimis, & Wallis, 2001). According to Ellis (2018b), an ethos that pervades the 

mindset of entertainment executives and studio heads is that their ultimate obligation is to make 

money from the media products they produce as opposed to making a statement, art, or history. 

Entertainment executives and studio heads appear to be “more invested in producing 

entertainment that is politically generic and palatable to a general audience than in making 

[media] that promote their liberal political leanings” (McIntosh et al., 2003, p. 57). Because 

people tend to favor simplicity over complexity (Conway et al., 2012, Suedfeld & Rank, 1976; 

Tetlock, 1981; Thoemmes & Conway, 2007), studios and creators may make linguistically 

simplistic entertainment media in order to attract the largest audience; by extension, 

entertainment media that features more simplistic writing may be more predisposed to win media 

awards. 
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5.2.2 “And the Award Goes to… a White Guy”  

The negative relationship between integrative complexity and winning media awards may 

also be explained by the homogeny of the creators of award-winning media – the fact that the 

typical creator of award-winning media is a white, heterosexual, cisgender male. Media awards 

have long been criticized for the lack of people of color, women, and members of the LGBTQ+ 

community amongst their winners and nominees. In the context of the Academy Awards, 

Chattoo (2018), Lehti (2016), and Molina-Guzman (2016) analyze the #OscarSoWhite and the 

lack of people of color amongst the winners and nominees, and Dyer (2018) discusses the lack of 

female creators amongst the winners and nominees. Cabosky (2015) discusses the difficulties 

experienced by queer films and their creators at awards during the 1990s and 2000s, focusing 

specifically on film award campaigns; during the 1990s and 2000s, campaigns “continually 

avoided queer imagery while promoting heteronormative themes, even in queer films” (p. 73). 

For the Emmys, Romero (2020) describes the “racist erasure of Latinx femme talent” (para. 4) 

and Wade (2020) discusses the prevalence of transphobia. In terms of the Grammys, Rolli (2019) 

explains: 

The Grammys’ tenuous relationship with race is hardly a secret. In their 

61-year history, only 10 black artists have won the Album of the Year 

award, while many non-white artists are relegated to R&B or rap 

categories. Grammy nominees and winners throughout history reveal a 

voting bias within the Academy, as artists of color are repeatedly 

“othered”. (para. 4) 

Similarly, one of the participants in a study by Seider et al. (2016) articulated that “the Grammys 

and stuff, they mostly show like everything that the White people like, like all the music” (p. 26).  
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The acknowledgment of divergent and diverse viewpoints, experiences, and perspectives 

induces higher levels of integrative complexity (Thoemmes & Conway, 2007), and environments 

that promote diversity and inclusion appear predisposed to produce and prioritize higher levels of 

integrative complexity (McCullough, 2020). Because media awards limit the range of viewpoints 

they recognize and limit the experiences they explicitly and openly acknowledge – focusing on 

stories and media created through the lens of the white, heterosexual, cisgender male perspective 

– they lack the diversity associated with higher levels of integrative complexity and appear 

predisposed to produce and prioritized lower levels. 

5.2.3 Formulaic Versus Innovation 

While ‘rule-breaking’, innovative media can experience success and awards wins, as 

previously discussed (see Buffam, 2011), they are often the historic minority of winners. There 

are reasons terms like ‘Oscar-bait’ exists and reasons that media awards are often described as 

formulaic (Ellis, 2016).  

Arguably, few modern winners embody the formulaic nature of media awards more than 

the Best Picture winner for the 2019 Academy Awards, Green Book (2018). Green Book claims 

to tell the story of Dr. Don Shirley, a black classical and jazz pianist, but centers the narrative 

around his white (racist) driver. The film uses “overdone tropes, empty messages, white 

saviorism, and racial cliches to create a veneer of racial unity and social justice” (Badrei, 2019, 

para. 7) that are “painfully and dangerous unoriginal for our modern America” (para. 6). 

“Stacked against monumental [more innovative] films such as BlacKkKlansman, Black Panther, 

Bohemian Rhapsody, and A Star is Born, the awarding of Best Picture to Green Book was highly 

criticized both within and outside of the academy” (Deutsch, 2020, p. 3); however, despite the 

shock, backlash, and controversy (the Shirley family publicly, openly, and vehemently 
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denounced the film), Green Book’s win was all but guaranteed based on historical precedent. The 

film was the most ‘Oscar-ish’ film not only of the relevant nominees but (arguably) of all the 

films released in 2018: 

Green Book ticks so many boxes in terms of Oscar-friendly film-making: 

it’s a biopic; it’s a historical piece; it stars two beloved actors; it's directed 

by something of a [white male] industry favorite; it’s very old-school in its 

film-making and writing; and it’s the kind of neat approach to the tangled 

issue of racism that has always played well to the majority white 

Academy. There’s a reason people kept comparing the movie to Driving 

Miss Daisy, which won Best Picture in 1990. Green Book felt especially 

archaic in a year where film pushed so many boundaries across budgets, 

genres, and philosophies. For better or worse, that seemed to help it. 

(Donaldson, 2019, para. 4) 

This formulaic nature may explain the negative relationship between integrative 

complexity and winning media awards. There are connections between innovation – rule-

breaking – and higher levels of integrative complexity: McCullough (2019d) discusses the link 

between breaking the status-quo and higher levels of integrative complexity, and Tadmor, 

Galinsky, and Maddux (2012) found that integrative complexity is a significant predictor of 

innovation. These previous works of complexity research illustrate how environments that 

promote innovation – rejecting the status-quo and formulaicness – appear predisposed to higher 

levels of integrative complexity. In contrasts, environments (like media awards) that embrace 

tradition and formulaicness appear predisposed to lower levels of integrative complexity. 
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5.2.4 Award-Winning Media as Reductive 

Beyond potentially explaining the negative relationship between integrative complexity 

and winning media awards, media awards prioritization of a singular perspective and their 

formulaic nature have rippling cultural implications. Media that features and discusses social and 

cultural issues dominant the media awards landscape (e.g., films like Forrest Gump (1994) and 

The Help (2011); television shows like Homeland (2011-2020) and The Simpsons (1989-

present); songs like Girl Crush (2014) and Colors of the Wind (1995)); however, these films, 

television shows, and songs rarely depict the complexities, origins, and impacts of the issues in 

their sharp, threatening entireties: in 2006, for example, Brokeback Mountain (2005), a film 

about queer cowboys and described as “tragic, romantic, and especially controversial to many 

viewers” (Kleinbart, 2016, para. 40), despite being the favorite to win the Best Picture for the 

Academy Awards, lost to Crash (2004), a film about racism in the United States and described as 

“well acted and superficially heavy … a work of lightly redemptive cinema” (Culloty, 2016, p. 

295). Like Green Book, Crash reduces its depiction of racism to a mere caricature that is 

palatable and nonthreatening to white audiences and white Academy voters.  

Similarly, Ken Burn’s The Civil War (1990), which won Emmys, Grammys, and several 

other awards, presents the United States’ Civil War through an unapologetic lens of patriotism, 

framing war as an appealing source of high ideals, unity of purpose, and honor (de Groot, 2017), 

and Slumdog Millionaire (2008), which won Best Picture at the 2009 Academy Awards, 

reproduces “shallow, formulaic understandings of slum-spaces that resonate poorly with their 

multi-faceted realities as sites of work and political action” (Sengupta, 2017, p. 367). Moreover, 

Gamso (2012) highlights hip-hop music as a space for meaningful resistance but points out that 

such resistance cannot be found at the Grammys. Often, award-winning media that addresses 
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social and cultural issues does not discuss nor interrogate the actual issues; rather, award-

winning media presents a reductive parody, stripping the issues of their realistic context and 

weight. 

 Media and stories satisfy “individuals’ search for deeper insight, meaning, and purpose 

in life” (Bartsch, 2012, p. 273); thus, they “cannot only be used to inform, but also influence the 

behavior of other people” (Fisher & Salmon, 2012, p. 105). Films, television shows, songs, etc. 

can shape the way we view, interact, and understand the world. Award-winning has the potential 

to be even more influential than other media because we often place a greater degree of cultural 

importance on it. Moreover, award-winning media is often consumed by individuals on a 

largescale: Media awards “can be used to structure the cultural field” (Frey & Gallus, 2017, p. 

192; see also, Rossman & Schilke, 2014), creating (non-objective) hierarchies of people and 

stories worthy of cultural attention and providing social confirmation of what is worthy of 

recognition (Borum, 2018). Therefore, the reductive worldviews and perspectives perpetuated by 

many pieces of award-winning meaning can have real-life, harmful repercussions. For example, 

the aforementioned reductive depiction of slum-spaces in Slumdog Millionaire reinforces 

“negative stereotypes about slum-dwellers, which are frequently used to frame policies that only 

deepen their deprivation levels, and justify their persistent exclusion from social, economic and 

political power” (Sengupta, 2017, p. 367). 

5.2.5 Discussing The Shape of Water (2017) and Parasite (2019) 

While media awards are environments that (unconsciously at the very least) promote and 

embody reductive understandings of social issues related to racism, misogyny, homophobia, 

transphobia, etc., there are signs that the culture and psychology of media awards are changing – 

evolving – suggesting that media awards are transitioning into more inclusive and diverse 
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environments that better reflect our vibrant, pluralist world. A few recent winners of various 

media awards are innovative and groundbreaking works that address social and cultural issues in 

nonreductive ways, notably The Shape of Water, the 2018 Academy Awards’ Best Picture 

winner, and Parasite, the 2020 Academy Awards’ Best Picture winner.17   

 The Shape of Water – written, directed, and produced by Guillermo del Toro Gómez, a 

Mexican filmmaker, author, actor, and special effects artists – openly and overtly critiques a 

myriad of conservative concepts and ideals: religion, American postwar prosperity, nuclear 

weapons, colonization, male dominance, etc. (Payne, 2017). It is profound in its depiction of the 

mute, female protagonist, Elisa, falling in love with anatomically correct fishman, who does not 

transform into a ‘prince’ at the end of the film but remains a fishman: “Del Toro refers to the 

story as ‘Beauty and the Beast’ narrative, one with ‘a beast that didn’t have to turn into a prince 

to have love’” (Payne, 2017, p. 41). Ellis (2018a) and Readus (2018) both discuss reasons behind 

the romantic and/or sexual attraction to monsters and why many marginalized groups often 

identify with monsters and embrace them. The film transgresses the human/inhuman distinction 

and its ending “unsettles the category of human” (Payne 2017, p. 42), breaking “the science 

fiction pattern of reaffirming the human and instead breaks the category of human all together” 

(p. 42). The Shape of Water presents a story where the conservative “technological progress 

narrative is coopted by one of transformation in which the human is no longer central and may 

not exist at all” (p. 42). 

 In 2020, Bong Joon-ho’s Parasite became the first non-English language film to win Best 

Picture at the Academy Awards. The film confronts many of the lies and misconceptions 

 

17 Notably, neither of these films featured in my data. In the case of The Shape of Water, 2018 was not one 

of the randomly sampled years for the film awards, and in the case of Parasite, the 2020 Academy Awards occurred 

after the completion of the data collection process. 
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perpetuated by capitalistic cultures and ideologies, critiquing the misguided and unrealistic 

mantra that equates hard work with success and poverty with idiocy and laziness. The film 

juxtaposes the poor, shrewd, and dishonest Kim family with the affluent, trusting, and 

straightforward Park family in a story that explores class stratification and the human psyche. 

The film’s “characters are portrayed in all their complexity regardless of class, allowing the 

audience to identity with both poor and rich, dreamer and cynic, trickster and mark” (Ridgeway-

Diaz, Truong, & Gabbard, 2020, para 6) and its themes of repression, violence and power, class 

differences, wishes and fears – both conscious and unconscious – and envy are not presented in a 

reductive manner. Instead, they are presented with all their dark and unpredictable edges and 

sharpness intact. Parasite “constantly disrupts our sense of ‘knowing,’ urging viewers to reckon 

with their own discomfort while still being engaged, active witnesses to the unfolding story” 

(Iwai, 2020, para. 5). 

 Both The Shape of Water and Parasite beat out more conventional, ‘Oscar-bait’ films 

(e.g. Three Billboards Outside Ebbing, Missouri (2017), Darkest Hour (2017), Ford v Ferrari 

(2019), The Irishman (2019), etc.); however, we must remember that between The Shape of 

Water wining in 2018 and Parasite winning in 2020, Green Book – a film the reduces the tangled 

issue of systematic racism in the United States to a simplified solution of reconciliation at the 

individual- level – won in 2019. Alone The Shape of Water and Parasite, while encouraging, are 

not enough to indicate an actual change in the culture and psychology of media awards. These 

films might amount to historical oddities within the landscape of media awards. It will be 

prudent for researchers to replicate my dissertation in the near and distant futures to explore if 

The Shape of Water and Parasite represent actual change. In a future where media awards are 

inclusive spaces that recognize diverse, non-reductive media and stories as the norm as opposed 
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to exception, it is likely that we will see a shift away from a preference for lower levels of 

integrative complexity and towards a preference for higher levels of integrative. On the other 

hand, in a future where media awards continue to prioritize almost exclusively the white, male, 

heterosexual, and cisgender perspective, it is likely we will see a continued preference for lower 

levels of integrative complexity.  

Media awards function as a gage for progress in the entertainment industry (Hallam, 

2013) and as encapsulations of cultural trends (Jaffe, 1988). If media awards become inclusive, 

diverse spaces that recognize, promote, and celebrate identities, experiences, and worldviews 

beyond those confined by antiquated views of normativity, then hopefully that will mean that 

culture in general will become more accepting, tolerant, and openly pluralistic. 

5.3 Other Directions for Future Research 

“All research must begin somewhere” (McCullough & Conway, 2018a, p. 397), and my 

dissertation serves as a foundation for future research to build upon. For starters, my dissertation 

justifies the continued application of integrative complexity to the study of media awards 

specifically. In terms of scope, my dissertation is not all-inclusive by design. Neither is 

McCullough and Conway (2018a), leaving many film, television, and music awards and 

categories currently unexamined. These unexamined awards and categories each present an 

opportunity for future research: How does integrative complexity manifest at the Country Music 

Awards, the MTV Movie & TV Awards, the BAFTAs, etc.? Do the integrative complexity 

patterns of other film, television, and music awards mirror those seen here? Or do they diverge? 
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Future research should focus on exploring these questions and the myriad of untested film, 

television, and music awards and their categories.18   

 Furthermore, my dissertation justifies using integrative complexity to explore potential 

linguistic evolutions of media awards across time. Media awards encapsulate cultural trends 

(Jaffe, 1988), and culture evolves (Whiten, Hinde, Laland, & Stringer, 2001). My dissertation 

focused on media awards between 1990 and 2019; thus, there remains a significant portion of 

time where media wards have existed but have not been explored through the lens of integrative 

complexity (the first Grammy Awards were held in 1959, the first Emmy Awards were held in 

1949, the first Golden Globes were held in 1944, and the first Academy Awards were held in 

1929). The relationship between integrative complexity and winning media awards may manifest 

differently in different time periods. Similarly, the internal machinations and mechanics of media 

awards has changed over time; for instance, Levy (2003) discusses how “For Your 

Consideration” campaigns have expanded and the campaigns’ budgets have dramatically 

increased over time. There are likely significant and insightful interactions between integrative 

complexity and the internal evolutions of media awards in terms of winning awards.  

 My dissertation also justifies expanding integrative complexity research on media awards 

into other mediums. Obviously, media awards are not limited to only film, television shows, and 

music; as Frey (2006) explains, “in the arts, culture, sports, and media, awards are also of central 

 

18 The Golden Raspberries (the Razzies as they are more colloquially referred) present a particularly 

interesting opportunity for future research on specifically film awards. Unlike the vast majority of other film awards, 

the goal of the Golden Raspberries “aim to single out the worst films, screenplays and performances of the 

preceding year, serving up an irreverent parody of Hollywood's vanity and excess” (Lamble, 2014, para. 1). They 

award bad films for being bad films, the antithesis of the intent behind most other film awards. Does the parody-

nature of this award show effect the Golden Raspberries’ relationship with integrative complexity? Are lower levels 

of integrative complexity in dialogue associated with the winners at the Golden Raspberries? Or is there a different 

relationship? Are higher levels of integrative complexity associated with winning at the Golden Raspberries? Is 

there a nonsignificant relationship? These are currently unanswered questions that likely have very fascinating 

answers. 
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importance” (p. 377). There are awards for video games (e.g., The Game Awards, the video 

game categories at the BAFTAs, etc.), anime (e.g., Crunchyroll’s Anime Awards, etc.), literature 

(e.g., the Booker Prize, the prix Goncourt, the Hugo Award, etc.), musicals (e.g., the Tony 

Awards, etc.), etc. The Pulitzer Prize alone covers nine categories including poetry, nonfiction, 

history, and reporting. Comparing the winners and nominees of awards for mediums beyond 

film, television, and music would contribute valuable knowledge to our understanding of the 

psychologies of media awards and of the entertainment media and pop culture landscapes.  

 Similarly, my dissertation justifies the application of other cognitive complexity variables 

to the study of media awards and pop culture. The term cognitive complexity denotes “the larger 

theoretical construct involving the degree to which people think complexly” (Conway et al., 

2014, p. 604) and “integrative complexity is only one of many measurements to have 

‘complexity’ in the title” (p. 604). Each measurement has their own strengths and functions. 

Examples of other variables that fall under the cognitive complexity umbrella include Hermann’s 

conceptual complexity (see Hermann, 2005; Hermann, 2008) and Pennebaker’s cognitive 

complexity (see Pennebacker & King, 1999; Owens & Wedeking, 2011). The study of media and 

pop culture would likely benefit from the application of these other complexity variables. 

Moreover, my dissertation further justifies the application of quantitative linguistic variables and 

scoring systems beyond those directly and wholly related to complexity as a construct (the 

LIWC, for example) in the study of pop culture, entertainment media, and specifically media 

awards.  

 A final possible avenue for future research is extending integrative complexity research 

to other metrics of quality perception for entertainment media and pop culture. As previously 

stated, the intent behind media awards is to recognize “an artist, group, film, song, etc. as the 
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year’s best in a given category” (Peacock & Hu, 2013, p. 74). While not objective by any means, 

media awards are intended to function as metric for measuring quality – a method for structuring 

the cultural field (Frey & Gallus, 2017; Rossman & Schilke, 2014), and media awards are not the 

only quality perception metric in the pop culture and entertainment media landscapes. Other 

quality metrics for entertainment media include critical response and aggregate scores, box office 

and sales, cultural impact and influence, audience response and feedback, etc.   

These other metrics provide opportunities for future integrative complexity research: Is 

there a relationship between box office and films’ levels of integrative complexity? Is there a 

relationship between integrative complexity levels and aggregate scores on Rotten Tomatoes? Is 

there a relationship between integrative complexity levels and the likelihood of a film or 

television show being rebooted or remade? Is there a relationship between integrative complexity 

and the likelihood of a song being covered or going platinum? Do one-hit-wonders exhibit 

unique levels of integrative complexity? Can integrative complexity predict the likelihood of 

cancellation or continuation for a television show? Can integrative complexity predict the 

likelihood of a piece of media becoming a cult classic? Can integrative complexity predict the 

success of individual pieces of media on and across individual streaming services?  

Because of the subjective nature of experiencing media (Smith, 2016; Yang & Zhong, 

2016), universal consensus across all metrics does not exist: “there may be multiple ways of 

assessing the value of a given work. This variety of assessment approaches [metrics] may not be 

problematic if they agreed with each other” (Simonton, 2009, p. 128). While there is consensus 

between some metrics in terms of individual properties and titles (e.g., Spider-man: Into the 

Spider-Verse (2018) and Spirited Away (2001) both won the Best Animated Feature Film at the 

Academy Awards and both have a score of 97% on Rotten Tomatoes), there is discord between 
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others (e.g., The Thing (1982) and The Shining (1980) were both nominated for Golden 

Raspberries/Razzies upon initial release, but are now considered two of the best horror films – if 

not some of best films in general – ever made). Thus, integrative complexity research presents an 

opportunity to explore the psychological consensus or dissonance – the linguistic overlap and 

divergence – across different metrics of quality perception for entertainment media and pop 

culture.    

5.4 Concluding Thoughts 

Former president of the Motion Picture Association of America (MPAA), Jack Valenti 

once said, “no one, absolutely no one can tell you what a film is going to do in the marketplace” 

(Pangarker & Smit, 2014, p. 47). I imagine if asked about other mediums (television shows, 

music, etc.), Valenti would provide a similar assessment. Media consumption and perception are 

subjective, personal experiences, and this subjectivity likely informs Valenti’s opinion.  

In many ways, Valenti is arguing that the prediction of outcomes is impossible in the 

context of entertainment media and pop culture. However, my dissertation presents a strong 

argument against Valenti’s opinion; it is seemingly possible to know how a film, a television 

show, a song, etc. will perform in the marketplace place to a certain degree. My findings 

illustrate the utility of integrative complexity as a variable for forecasting outcomes and 

explaining phenomena across the pop culture and entertainment landscapes. While the 

experience of media is undoubtedly subjective, it is not incompatible with empirical and 

quantitative methods of analysis. According to Fisher and Salmon (2012), “we created these 

media products using our evolved brains … we interact with them using these brains” (p. 104), 

making media ripe for empirical research in terms of the psychological, cognitive, evolutionary, 

linguistic, predictive, etc.  
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The benefit of integrative complexity research in the context of pop culture and 

entertainment media has been demonstrated by this dissertation and other studies (McCullough, 

2019a; McCullough, 2019b; McCullough, 2019c; McCullough, 2019d; McCullough, 2020; 

McCullough & Conway, 2018a; McCullough & Conway, 2018b; McCullough & Conway, 2019; 

Robertson et al., etc.). It is the responsibility of future research to continue building upon the 

established foundation and to continue examining integrative complexity’s manifestations and 

patterns both in terms of media awards specifically and in terms of the greater, overarching pop 

cultural and entertainment landscapes. 
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APPENDIX A – TABLES FOR THE ANALYSES OF INDIVIDUAL YEARS 

Table A1.1. Results for Individual Years for the Golden Globes Best Motion Picture – 

Drama (Integrative Complexity)          

Year       F-Statistic  p (alpha-level) Winner M(SE)  Nominee M(SE)  

1995  --  >.05   1.25(.08)  1.25(.10) 

1998  --  >.05   1.45(.14)  1.50(.13) 

2003  --  >.05   1.35(.15)  1.56(.14) 

2016  5.06  <.03   1.09(.05)  1.40(.13) 

2018  3.87  <.05   1.20(.09)  1.50(.12)   
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Table A1.2. Results for Individual Years for the Golden Globes Best Motion Picture – 

Drama (Dialectical Complexity)          

Year       F-Statistic  p (alpha-level) Winner M(SE)  Nominee M(SE)  

1995  --  >.05   1.22(.08)  1.20(.09) 

1998  --  >.05   1.38(.13)  1.38(.12) 

2003  --  >.05   1.27(.12)  1.36(.12) 

2016  --  >.05   1.08(.04)  1.30(.11) 

2018  5.72  <.02   1.10(.05)  1.40(.11)   
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Table A1.3. Results for Individual Years for the Golden Globes Best Motion Picture – 

Drama (Elaborative Complexity)           

Year       F-Statistic  p (alpha-level) Winner M(SE)  Nominee M(SE)  

1995  --  >.05   1.02(.02)  1.14(.06) 

1998  --  >.05   1.16(.07)  1.27(.11) 

2003  --  >.05   1.18(.11)  1.22(.11) 

2016  --  >.05   1.01(.01)  1.14(.07) 

2018  --  >.05   1.10(.06)  1.16(.06)  
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Table A2.1. Results for Individual Years for the Academy Awards Best Adapted 

Screenplay (Integrative Complexity)         

Year       F-Statistic  p (alpha-level) Winner M(SE)  Nominee M(SE)  

1994  --  >.05   1.15(.07)  1.31(.09) 

2001  --  >.05   1.30(.14)  1.52(.12) 

2008  --  >.05   1.26(.12)  1.09(.05) 

2012  4.59  <.04   1.05(.03)  1.27(.10) 

2013  9.98  <.003   1.12(.08)  1.64(.14)   

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

 

75 

 

Table A2.2. Results for Individual Years for the Academy Awards Best Adapted 

Screenplay (Dialectical Complexity)          

Year       F-Statistic  p (alpha-level) Winner M(SE)  Nominee M(SE)  

1994  --  >.05   1.15(.07)  1.15(.07) 

2001  --  >.05   1.16(.08)  1.32(.10) 

2008  --  >.05   1.05(.03)  1.21(.12) 

2012  4.46  <.04   1.01(.01)  1.15(.06) 

2013  --  >.05   1.12(.08)  1.36(.11)   
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Table A2.3. Results for Individual Years for the Academy Awards Best Adapted 

Screenplay (Elaborative Complexity)         

Year       F-Statistic  p (alpha-level) Winner M(SE)  Nominee M(SE)  

1994  --  >.05   1.02(.02)  1.16(.07) 

2001  --  >.05   1.15(.07)  1.17(.06) 

2008  --  >.05   1.04(.04)  1.16(.06) 

2012  --  >.05   1.04(.03)  1.12(.09) 

2013  --  >.05   1.00(.00)  1.30(.11)   
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Table A3.1. Results for Individual Years for the Academy Awards Best Picture (Integrative 

Complexity)              

Year       F-Statistic  p (alpha-level) Winner M(SE)  Nominee M(SE)  

1991  4.92  <.03   1.15(.06)  1.47(.13) 

2001  --  >.05   1.29(.14)  1.40(.11) 

2002  --  >.05   1.25(.08)  1.29(.08) 

2011  --  >.05   1.29(.10)  1.58(.16) 

2016  4.15  <.05   1.15(.03)  1.26(.10)   
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Table A3.2. Results for Individual Years for the Academy Awards Best Picture (Dialectical 

Complexity)             

 Year       F-Statistic  p (alpha-level) Winner M(SE)  Nominee M(SE)  

1991  --  >.05   1.15(.06)  1.30(.11) 

2001  --  >.05   1.16(.08)  1.24(.09) 

2002  --  >.05   1.15(.08)  1.19(.08) 

2011  4.51  <.04   1.11(.05)  1.40(.12) 

2016  --  >.05   1.05(.03)  1.26(.10)   
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Table A3.3. Results for Individual Years for the Academy Awards Best Picture 

(Elaborative Complexity)           

Year       F-Statistic  p (alpha-level) Winner M(SE)  Nominee M(SE)  

1991  --  >.05   1.05(.05)  1.15(.06) 

2001  --  >.05   1.15(.07)  1.18(.08) 

2002  --  >.05   1.10(.06)  1.08(.05) 

2011  --  >.05   1.18(.07)  1.39(.13) 

2016  --  >.05   1.00(.00)  1.17(.07)   
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Table A4.1. Results for Individual Years for the Emmys Outstanding Drama Series 

(Integrative Complexity)           

Year       F-Statistic  p (alpha-level) Winner M(SE)  Nominee M(SE)  

2006  14.52  <.000   1.18(.08)  1.91(.15) 

2007  6.08  <.02   1.45(.12)  1.86(.12) 

2008  --  >.05   1.42(.12)  1.42(.10) 

2011  --  >.05   1.34(.10)  1.44(.11) 

2013  --  >.05   1.35(.07)  1.47(.11)   
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Table A4.2. Results for Individual Years for the Emmys Outstanding Drama Series 

(Dialectical Complexity)           

Year       F-Statistic  p (alpha-level) Winner M(SE)  Nominee M(SE)  

2006  8.97  <.000   1.11(.06)  1.62(.16) 

2007  --  >.05   1.32(.11)  1.63(.08) 

2008  --  >.05   1.30(.10)  1.27(.09) 

2011  --  >.05   1.22(.08)  1.26(.09) 

2013  --  >.05   1.20(.06)  1.36(.10)   
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Table A4.3. Results for Individual Years for the Emmys Outstanding Drama Series 

(Elaborative Complexity)            

Year       F-Statistic  p (alpha-level) Winner M(SE)  Nominee M(SE)  

2006  --  >.05   1.06(.04)  1.28(.12) 

2007  --  >.05   1.12(.06)  1.25(.08) 

2008  --  >.05   1.11(.05)  1.15(.06) 

2011  --  >.05   1.14(.07)  1.22(.10) 

2013  --  >.05   1.15(.06)  1.14(.08)   
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Table A5.1. Results for Individual Years for the Emmys Outstanding Comedy Series 

(Integrative Complexity)           

Year       F-Statistic  p (alpha-level) Winner M(SE)  Nominee M(SE)  

1999  --  >.05   1.20(.07)  1.36(.10) 

2005  --  >.05   1.16(.06)  1.32(.10) 

2007  --  >.05   1.44(.14)  1.50(.14) 

2009  --  >.05   1.21(.08)  1.51(.13) 

2011  --  >.05   1.23(.08)  1.30(.11)   
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Table A5.2. Results for Individual Years for the Emmys Outstanding Comedy Series 

(Dialectical Complexity)           

Year       F-Statistic  p (alpha-level) Winner M(SE)  Nominee M(SE)  

1999  --  >.05   1.15(.05)  1.25(.10) 

2005  --  >.05   1.15(.06)  1.22(.09) 

2007  --  >.05   1.36(.06)  1.14(.12) 

2009  --  >.05   1.18(.08)  1.34(.12) 

2011  --  >.05   1.10(.05)  1.13(.06)   
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Table A5.3. Results for Individual Years for the Emmys Outstanding Comedy Series 

(Elaborative Complexity)            

Year       F-Statistic  p (alpha-level) Winner M(SE)  Nominee M(SE)  

1999  --  >.05   1.05(.05)  1.18(.06) 

2005  4.61  <.04   1.00(.00)  1.14(.06) 

2007  --  >.05   1.28(.13)  1.16(.08) 

2009  --  >.05   1.06(.04)  1.25(.10) 

2011  --  >.05   1.12(.06)  1.17(.10)   
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Table A6.1. Results for Individual Years for the Golden Globes Best Television Series – 

Drama (Integrative Complexity)          

Year       F-Statistic  p (alpha-level) Winner M(SE)  Nominee M(SE)  

2001  --  >.05   1.19(.08)  1.45(.10) 

2007  --  >.05   1.32(.14)  1.60(.19) 

2012  --  >.05   1.29(.08)  1.39(.12) 

2013  --  >.05   1.30(.10)  1.57(.14) 

2019  --  >.05   1.37(.12)  1.59(.20)   
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Table A6.2. Results for Individual Years for the Golden Globes Best Television Series – 

Drama (Dialectical Complexity)           

Year       F-Statistic  p (alpha-level) Winner M(SE)  Nominee M(SE)  

2001  --  >.05   1.06(.04)  1.30(.09) 

2007  --  >.05   1.25(.12)  1.44(.14) 

2012  --  >.05   1.21(.08)  1.32(.09) 

2013  --  >.05   1.22(.08)  1.23(.09) 

2019  --  >.05   1.36(.12)  1.40(.18)   
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Table A6.3. Results for Individual Years for the Golden Globes Best Television Series – 

Drama (Elaborative Complexity)          

Year       F-Statistic  p (alpha-level) Winner M(SE)  Nominee M(SE)  

2001  --  >.05   1.07(.05)  1.21(.08) 

2007  --  >.05   1.07(.05)  1.27(.13) 

2012  --  >.05   1.07(.04)  1.14(.07) 

2013  --  >.05   1.10(.04)  1.35(.13) 

2019  --  >.05   1.14(.08)  1.32(.14)   
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Table A7.1. Results for Individual Years for the Golden Globes Best Television Series – 

Musical or Comedy (Integrative Complexity)        

Year       F-Statistic  p (alpha-level) Winner M(SE)  Nominee M(SE)  

2003  --  >.05   1.12(.06)  1.44(.12) 

2006  --  >.05   1.43(.10)  1.24(.09) 

2010  --  >.05   1.22(.09)  1.36(.08) 

2013  4.52  <.04   1.10(.06)  1.41(.13) 

2014  --  >.05   1.11(.06)  1.40(.13)   
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Table A7.2. Results for Individual Years for the Golden Globes Best Television Series – 

Musical or Comedy (Dialectical Complexity)         

Year       F-Statistic  p (alpha-level) Winner M(SE)  Nominee M(SE)  

2003  --  >.05   1.07(.04)  1.29(.04) 

2006  --  >.05   1.32(.09)  1.20(.08) 

2010  --  >.05   1.16(.08)  1.14(.05) 

2013  --  >.05   1.10(.06)  1.24(.10) 

2014  --  >.05   1.11(.06)  1.24(.08)   
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Table A7.3. Results for Individual Years for the Golden Globes Best Television Series – 

Musical or Comedy (Elaborative Complexity)        

Year       F-Statistic  p (alpha-level) Winner M(SE)  Nominee M(SE)  

2003  --  >.05   1.05(.02)  1.17(.09) 

2006  --  >.05   1.14(.06)  1.14(.08) 

2010  --  >.05   1.09(.04)  1.20(.07) 

2013  --  >.05   1.00(.00)  1.18(.11) 

2014  --  >.05   1.07(.05)  1.21(.09)   
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Table A8.1. Results for Individual Years for the Grammys Best Country Song (Integrative 

Complexity)              

Year       F-Statistic  p (alpha-level) Winner M(SE)  Nominee M(SE)  

1995  --  >.05   1.10(.06)  1.10(.05) 

2001  34.45  <.000   2.03(.17)  1.19(.06) 

2007  --  >.05   1.62(.18)  1.27(.10) 

2008  5.42  <.02   1.78(.09)  1.36(.09) 

2016  --  >.05   1.25(.14)  1.44(.13)   
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Table A8.2. Results for Individual Years for the Grammys Best Country Song (Dialectical 

Complexity)              

Year       F-Statistic  p (alpha-level) Winner M(SE)  Nominee M(SE)  

1995  --  >.05   1.10(.05)  1.08(.06) 

2001  83.79  <.000   2.03(.17)  1.09(.03) 

2007  --  >.05   1.04(.04)  1.27(.10) 

2008  7.78  <.008   1.78(.09)  1.36(.09) 

2016  --  >.05   1.25(.14)  1.36(.10)   
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Table A8.3. Results for Individual Years for the Grammys Best Country Song (Elaborative 

Complexity)              

Year       F-Statistic  p (alpha-level) Winner M(SE)  Nominee M(SE)  

1995  --  >.05   1.00(.00)  1.02(.02) 

2001  --  >.05   1.25(.16)  1.10(.06) 

2007  34.52  <.000   1.58(.20)  1.00(.00) 

2008  --  >.05   1.17(.08)  1.15(.07) 

2016  --  >.05   1.00(.00)  1.25(.12)   

 


