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[bookmark: _Toc113738049]Table 1. Differences between ideal level of LS and IH (∆Ideal LS-IH) regressed onto self-construals, and individualism-collectivism meta-factor.

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	
	Cultural context
(i.e., country-level analyses)
N = 48 countries
	
	Individual mindset
(i.e., individual-level analyses)
n = 12,661 individuals
	

	 
	  B
	 
	95% CI
	  t
	  p
	 
	  B
	 
	95% CI
	  t
	  p
	 

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	I - C Metafactor
	.186
	
	[.05, .32]
	2.82
	.007
	
	n/a
	
	n/a
	n/a
	n/a
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	 
	  B
	 
	99.375% CI
	  t
	  p
	 
	  B
	 
	99.375% CI
	  t
	  p
	 

	Self-Construal Scale
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	  Difference versus similarity
	.215
	
	[-.09, .52]
	2.01
	.050
	
	.027
	
	[.00, .05]
	3.00
	.003
	

	  Self-containment versus connection to others
	.053
	
	[-.21, .31]
	.59
	.56
	
	.006
	
	[-.02, .03]
	.65
	.52
	

	  Self-direction versus receptiveness to influence
	.321
	
	[.07, .57]
	3.69
	<.001
	
	-.020
	
	[-.04, .01]
	2.15
	.031
	

	  Self-reliance versus dependence on others
	.152
	
	[-.06, .37]
	2.04
	.047
	
	-.027
	
	[-.05, .00]
	2.92
	.003
	

	  Consistency versus variability
	.131
	
	[-.04, .30]
	2.17
	.035
	
	-.035
	
	[-.06, -.01]
	3.90
	<.001
	

	  Self-expression versus harmony
	.326
	
	[.16, .49]
	5.71
	<.001
	
	.023
	
	[.00, .05]
	2.51
	.012
	

	  Self-interest versus commitment to others
	.022
	
	[-.36, .40]
	.17
	.87
	
	.013
	
	[-.01, .04]
	1.43
	.15
	

	  De-contextualized versus contextualized self
	.188
	
	[-.03, .40]
	2.50
	.016
	
	-.008
	
	[-.03, .02]
	.88
	.38
	

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 


Note. Unstandardized parameter estimates (B) and confidence intervals (CI) for linear effects. I - C = individualism - collectivism. n/a – not available (I – C Metafactor is available for country-level analyses only). For individual-level analyses, all variables were standardized within countries to control for nation differences. Coefficients in bold are statistically significant at p < .05 for I-C Metafactor, and at p < .00625 (reflecting Bonferroni correction) for self-construals.

[bookmark: _Toc113738050]Table 2. Rank order of countries based on CS Well-being and SWLS.
	 
	CS Well-being
	 
	SWLS
	 
	 

	country
	rank
	score
	POS r
	NEG r
	 
	rank
	score
	POS r
	NEG r
	 
	∆

	Austria
	1
	6.48
	0.458
	-0.279
	
	1
	6.47
	0.391
	-0.346
	
	0

	Switzerland
	2
	6.24
	0.362
	-0.328
	
	4
	6.22
	0.449
	-0.40
	
	2

	Mexico
	3
	6.22
	0.502
	-0.276
	
	3
	6.27
	0.481
	-0.284
	
	0

	Iceland
	4
	6.21
	0.460
	-0.384
	
	6
	6.10
	0.496
	-0.389
	
	2

	Norway
	5
	6.18
	0.522
	-0.363
	
	20
	5.81
	0.561
	-0.295
	
	15

	Hungary
	6
	6.18
	0.503
	-0.378
	
	2
	6.29
	0.511
	-0.396
	
	-4

	Germany
	7
	6.18
	0.359
	-0.331
	
	7
	6.05
	0.409
	-0.433
	
	0

	Malaysia
	8
	6.16
	0.386
	-0.152
	
	27
	5.54
	0.259
	-0.191
	
	19

	Guatemala
	9
	6.15
	0.534
	-0.233
	
	8
	6.03
	0.547
	-0.254
	
	-1

	Serbia
	10
	6.12
	0.564
	-0.226
	
	5
	6.18
	0.494
	-0.212
	
	-5

	Lithuania
	11
	6.09
	0.290
	-0.233
	
	11
	5.97
	0.298
	-0.256
	
	0

	Salvador
	12
	6.09
	0.524
	-0.013
	
	10
	5.99
	0.474
	-0.048
	
	-2

	Romania
	13
	6.08
	0.399
	-0.212
	
	9
	6.00
	0.436
	-0.183
	
	-4

	Croatia
	14
	6.08
	0.542
	-0.431
	
	15
	5.94
	0.484
	-0.380
	
	1

	Ireland
	15
	6.05
	0.453
	-0.302
	
	16
	5.88
	0.440
	-0.315
	
	1

	Saudi Arabia
	16
	6.03
	0.660
	-0.203
	
	23
	5.72
	0.535
	-0.282
	
	7

	Netherlands
	17
	6.01
	0.433
	-0.233
	
	12
	5.97
	0.469
	-0.236
	
	-5

	Luxembourg
	18
	5.99
	0.385
	-0.346
	
	14
	5.95
	0.465
	-0.358
	
	-4

	Turkey
	19
	5.98
	0.358
	-0.18
	
	25
	5.57
	0.350
	-0.221
	
	6

	Argentina
	20
	5.97
	0.277
	-0.238
	
	22
	5.75
	0.183
	-0.326
	
	2

	Estonia
	21
	5.92
	0.424
	-0.283
	
	13
	5.96
	0.425
	-0.235
	
	-8

	Chile
	22
	5.88
	0.487
	-0.210
	
	17
	5.86
	0.541
	-0.284
	
	-5

	Czech Republic
	23
	5.85
	0.523
	-0.141
	
	21
	5.77
	0.525
	-0.161
	
	-2

	Slovakia
	24
	5.80
	0.501
	-0.316
	
	28
	5.49
	0.502
	-0.322
	
	4

	China
	25
	5.79
	0.369
	-0.223
	
	33
	5.23
	0.320
	-0.239
	
	8

	Colombia
	26
	5.78
	0.414
	-0.073
	
	19
	5.82
	0.317
	-0.091
	
	-7

	Portugal
	27
	5.73
	0.511
	-0.278
	
	18
	5.85
	0.453
	-0.314
	
	-9

	Pakistan
	28
	5.71
	0.399
	-0.018
	
	35
	5.17
	0.307
	-0.042
	
	7

	Greece
	29
	5.71
	0.516
	-0.282
	
	29
	5.48
	0.455
	-0.299
	
	0

	Canada
	30
	5.70
	0.451
	-0.286
	
	30
	5.47
	0.409
	-0.297
	
	0

	Italy
	31
	5.69
	0.496
	-0.189
	
	26
	5.56
	0.470
	-0.202
	
	-5

	UK
	32
	5.66
	0.442
	-0.182
	
	31
	5.44
	0.485
	-0.179
	
	-1

	USA
	33
	5.63
	0.507
	-0.359
	
	32
	5.38
	0.453
	-0.369
	
	-1

	Georgia
	34
	5.60
	0.303
	-0.161
	
	36
	5.13
	0.249
	-0.204
	
	2

	Korea
	35
	5.59
	0.430
	-0.223
	
	39
	4.82
	0.451
	-0.207
	
	4

	Bhutan
	36
	5.49
	0.477
	-0.125
	
	41
	4.78
	0.369
	-0.144
	
	5

	France
	37
	5.47
	0.415
	-0.217
	
	24
	5.65
	0.436
	-0.303
	
	-13

	Iran
	38
	5.41
	0.622
	-0.147
	
	38
	5.02
	0.591
	-0.127
	
	0

	Ghana
	39
	5.34
	0.533
	-0.105
	
	37
	5.03
	0.434
	-0.067
	
	-2

	Taiwan
	40
	5.31
	0.484
	-0.242
	
	43
	4.63
	0.421
	-0.381
	
	3

	Brazil
	41
	5.26
	0.450
	-0.094
	
	34
	5.19
	0.373
	-0.112
	
	-7

	Russia
	42
	5.25
	0.276
	-0.193
	
	45
	4.56
	0.224
	-0.218
	
	3

	Nigeria
	43
	5.18
	0.647
	0.120
	
	46
	4.38
	0.486
	0.117
	
	3

	Hongkong
	44
	5.13
	0.446
	-0.275
	
	44
	4.57
	0.476
	-0.266
	
	0

	Australia
	45
	5.09
	0.583
	-0.049
	
	40
	4.82
	0.543
	-0.028
	
	-5

	Ukraine
	46
	5.07
	0.309
	-0.229
	
	42
	4.70
	0.337
	-0.302
	
	-4

	Japan
	47
	4.97
	0.277
	-0.201
	
	48
	4.08
	0.301
	-0.155
	
	1

	Poland
	48
	4.66
	0.586
	-0.004
	 
	47
	4.28
	0.526
	-0.008
	 
	-1

	M: 
	
	5.753
	0.455
	-0.215
	
	
	5.496
	0.429
	-0.234
	
	

	SD: 
	 
	0.405
	0.096
	0.111
	 
	 
	0.595
	0.094
	0.118
	 
	 



Note. CS = culturally sensitive; SWLS = satisfaction with life scale; POS r = Pearson’s partial r coefficient for the experience of positive emotions; NEG r = Pearson’s partial r coefficient for the experience of negative emotions; M = mean; SD = standard deviation.
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Table 3. Sociodemographics.
	country
	N
	M  Age
	SD  Age
	% female
	% male
	% other gender

	Argentina
	175
	32.43
	11.35
	74.1
	25.9
	.0

	Australia
	340
	37.85
	16.86
	57.1
	41.8
	1.2

	Austria
	320
	28.59
	10.14
	79.6
	19.4
	.9

	Bhutan
	119
	22.62
	2.43
	61.3
	38.7
	.0

	Brazil
	606
	27.43
	10.13
	54.4
	45.5
	.2

	Canada
	240
	21.89
	4.77
	71.7
	27.8
	.4

	Chile
	221
	21.55
	3.11
	55.3
	42.5
	2.3

	China
	199
	20.58
	4.70
	71.1
	28.4
	.5

	Colombia
	466
	32.96
	12.36
	51.1
	47.8
	1.1

	Croatia
	140
	30.69
	11.12
	84.3
	15.7
	.0

	Czech Republic
	201
	22.23
	3.48
	51.0
	49.0
	.0

	Estonia
	200
	28.80
	10.53
	71.2
	28.8
	.0

	France
	216
	31.75
	10.45
	82.4
	16.7
	.9

	Georgia
	234
	20.05
	2.56
	53.4
	46.6
	.0

	Germany
	106
	22.43
	3.40
	81.2
	18.8
	.0

	Ghana
	266
	22.21
	2.36
	52.3
	47.7
	.0

	Greece
	427
	24.69
	5.75
	59.5
	40.0
	.5

	Guatemala
	111
	20.51
	2.37
	70.4
	28.7
	.9

	Hongkong
	291
	21.16
	2.23
	37.1
	62.9
	.0

	Hungary
	831
	20.89
	2.39
	73.2
	26.8
	.0

	Iceland
	353
	30.88
	11.58
	79.9
	19.3
	.8

	Iran
	199
	34.42
	9.44
	48.2
	51.8
	.0

	Ireland
	244
	20.96
	3.18
	58.8
	40.0
	1.3

	Italy
	288
	25.14
	4.52
	53.5
	45.8
	.7

	Japan
	198
	19.56
	1.23
	38.9
	61.1
	.0

	Korea
	208
	22.43
	3.52
	47.6
	52.4
	.0

	Lithuania
	296
	25.65
	10.92
	73.5
	26.5
	.0

	Luxembourg
	220
	25.77
	9.30
	68.5
	30.5
	.9

	Malaysia
	190
	20.82
	1.62
	67.9
	32.1
	.0

	Mexico
	175
	20.80
	3.91
	56.3
	42.5
	1.1

	Netherlands
	194
	19.41
	1.85
	9.8
	90.2
	.0

	Nigeria
	137
	19.82
	1.51
	82.3
	17.7
	.0

	Norway
	250
	22.66
	4.83
	78.7
	21.3
	.0

	Pakistan
	240
	21.78
	3.46
	46.9
	53.1
	.0

	Poland
	472
	32.51
	14.77
	68.6
	30.9
	.4

	Portugal
	260
	28.61
	12.61
	65.9
	33.3
	.8

	Romania
	290
	22.30
	6.12
	49.8
	50.2
	.0

	Russia
	270
	19.76
	1.55
	63.0
	37.0
	.0

	Salvador
	240
	26.90
	8.72
	58.2
	41.0
	.8

	Saudi Arabia
	178
	39.37
	13.43
	80.8
	19.2
	.0

	Serbia
	210
	20.11
	1.58
	50.5
	49.5
	.0

	Slovakia
	311
	21.55
	1.95
	52.4
	47.3
	.3

	Switzerland
	344
	25.93
	6.00
	20.1
	79.6
	.3

	Taiwan
	210
	19.99
	1.41
	64.3
	35.7
	.0

	Turkey
	202
	31.99
	11.68
	53.0
	46.5
	.5

	UK
	146
	20.71
	3.04
	30.5
	68.1
	1.4

	Ukraine
	210
	19.02
	2.26
	55.1
	44.4
	.0

	USA
	446
	21.37
	5.81
	70.3
	29.5
	.2
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Table 4. Reliabilities for cultural models of selfhoods (Cronbach’s Alphas).

	country
	self-expression vs harmony
	decontextualized self vs contextualized
	self-direction vs reception to influence
	consistency vs variability
	self-reliance vs dependence on others
	difference vs similarity
	self-containment vs connectedness
	self-interest vs commitment

	Argentina
	.69
	.60
	.64
	.70
	.58
	.59
	.31
	.69

	Australia
	.74
	.72
	.74
	.86
	.83
	.78
	.67
	.72

	Austria
	.81
	.81
	.83
	.89
	.78
	.77
	.76
	.75

	Brazil
	.73
	.61
	.71
	.83
	.66
	.70
	.70
	.64

	Buthan
	.64
	.78
	.78
	.81
	.77
	.76
	.61
	.72

	Canada
	.78
	.77
	.77
	.83
	.86
	.81
	.74
	.70

	Chile
	.82
	.79
	.76
	.87
	.79
	.69
	.62
	.64

	China
	.74
	.69
	.69
	.65
	.83
	.69
	.66
	.65

	Colombia
	.62
	.68
	.61
	.79
	.53
	.63
	.59
	.52

	Croatia
	.77
	.78
	.84
	.82
	.86
	.85
	.71
	.63

	Czechia
	.73
	.80
	.77
	.83
	.80
	.72
	.68
	.77

	Estonia
	.78
	.66
	.74
	.87
	.75
	.74
	.75
	.67

	France
	.85
	.74
	.79
	.87
	.84
	.70
	.73
	.75

	Georgia
	.66
	.70
	.74
	.82
	.82
	.65
	.70
	.65

	Germany
	.84
	.80
	.85
	.89
	.83
	.79
	.72
	.74

	Ghana
	.69
	.67
	.63
	.81
	.75
	.66
	.65
	.67

	Greece
	.79
	.67
	.77
	.84
	.85
	.77
	.68
	.74

	Guatemala
	.76
	.68
	.77
	.83
	.72
	.69
	.61
	.68

	Hongkong
	.70
	.74
	.75
	.74
	.89
	.84
	.74
	.73

	Hungary
	.83
	.85
	.83
	.87
	.88
	.85
	.78
	.77

	Iceland
	.83
	.83
	.82
	.87
	.84
	.80
	.74
	.79

	Indonesia
	.25
	-.33
	-.09
	.03
	-.13
	-.09
	.39
	.11

	Iran
	.54
	.64
	.55
	.66
	.77
	.66
	.72
	.64

	Ireland
	.76
	.68
	.74
	.83
	.79
	.80
	.63
	.69

	Italy
	.77
	.75
	.79
	.84
	.81
	.81
	.73
	.76

	Japan
	.70
	.71
	.65
	.69
	.81
	.80
	.79
	.71

	Korea
	.70
	.73
	.71
	.77
	.86
	.81
	.73
	.50

	Lithuania
	.73
	.66
	.74
	.83
	.81
	.79
	.70
	.75

	Luxembourg
	.81
	.76
	.82
	.89
	.78
	.8
	.74
	.74

	Malaysia
	.70
	.74
	.68
	.82
	.80
	.79
	.46
	.66

	Mexico
	.72
	.72
	.74
	.85
	.68
	.72
	.71
	.67

	Netherlands
	.76
	.84
	.83
	.90
	.83
	.83
	.76
	.74

	Nigeria
	.71
	.70
	.71
	.73
	.76
	.78
	.70
	.65

	Norway
	.82
	.72
	.78
	.88
	.78
	.81
	.77
	.70

	Pakistan
	.57
	.55
	.62
	.70
	.73
	.70
	.66
	.58

	Poland
	.75
	.76
	.78
	.84
	.77
	.76
	.77
	.76

	Portugal
	.82
	.76
	.78
	.86
	.73
	.70
	.66
	.69

	Romania
	.75
	.73
	.81
	.85
	.86
	.82
	.64
	.75

	Russia
	.75
	.67
	.74
	.84
	.8
	.76
	.77
	.69

	Salvador
	.60
	.57
	.60
	.66
	.54
	.65
	.47
	.52

	Saudi Arabia
	.70
	.26
	.61
	.76
	.68
	.73
	.70
	.73

	Serbia
	.71
	.74
	.77
	.81
	.82
	.79
	.74
	.68

	Slovakia
	.77
	.80
	.81
	.84
	.82
	.77
	.68
	.66

	Switzerland
	.82
	.78
	.83
	.88
	.85
	.73
	.73
	.70

	Taiwan
	.70
	.79
	.78
	.78
	.86
	.79
	.69
	.64

	Turkey
	.71
	.62
	.74
	.79
	.65
	.72
	.77
	.67

	UK
	.80
	.82
	.81
	.85
	.81
	.83
	.77
	.63

	Ukraine
	.70
	.63
	.77
	.85
	.84
	.76
	.72
	.64

	USA
	.78
	.74
	.74
	.87
	.82
	.80
	.72
	.67
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We performed a multigroup confirmatory factor analysis (MGCFA) to test for configural, metric and scalar invariance of the well-being and emotion data across countries using AMOS version 27. We tested if the factor structure of the Satisfaction with Life Scale (SWLS), Interdependent Happiness Scale (IHS) and experience of positive and negative emotions displayed configural, metric scalar invariance across countries. Configural invariance represents how similar the overall pattern of factors is across countries, and was evaluated by calculating fit indices when the multigroup model was estimated freely. Metric invariance represents how similar factor loadings are across countries, and was evaluated by comparing resultant fit indices calculated when the model was estimated freely to the fit indices calculated when the model was fully constrained. Scalar invariance represents how similar the latent structure is across countries, and was evaluated by comparing resultant fit indices calculated from the metric model to fit indices when all item intercepts are constrained to be equal. 

	Table S5. Multigroup confirmatory factor analysis across countries.

	
	CFI
	
	RMSEA
	
	SRMR

	 
	config
	metric (Δ)
	scalar (Δ)
	 
	config
	metric (Δ)
	scalar (Δ)
	 
	config
	metric (Δ)
	scalar (Δ)

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	SWLS
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	   Actual (I)
	.983
	.963(.020)
	.820(.134)
	
	.013
	.013(.000)
	.024(.011)
	
	.020
	.043(.023)
	.051(.009)

	   Actual (F)
	.981
	.972(.009)
	.916(.056)
	
	.017
	.014(.003)
	.020(.006)
	
	.024
	.043(.019)
	.036(.007)

	   Ideal (I)a
	.979
	.960(.019)
	.900(.060)
	
	.018
	.018(.000)
	.023(.005)
	
	.027
	.031(.005)
	.028(.003)

	   Ideal (F)
	.986
	.966(.020)
	.925(.041)
	
	.016
	.018(.002)
	.021(.003)
	
	.014
	.033(.019)
	.019(.014)

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	IHS
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	   Actual (I)b
	.909
	.890(.019)
	.774(.116)
	
	.017
	.016(.001)
	.021(.005)
	
	.045
	.080(.035)
	.069(.011)

	   Actual (F)
	.889
	.879(.010)
	.807(.072)
	
	.022
	.020(.002)
	.023(.003)
	
	.036
	.056(.021)
	.054(.002)

	   Ideal (I)
	.873
	.847(.026)
	.771(.076)
	
	.023
	.022(.001)
	.025(.003)
	
	.038
	.063(.025)
	.044(.019)

	   Ideal (F)c
	.912
	.896(.016)
	.842(.054)
	
	.023
	.021(.002)
	.023(.002)
	
	.024
	.054(.030)
	.040(.014)

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Pos. Emot
	.771
	.740(.031)
	.543(.197)
	
	.017
	.017(.000)
	.021(.004)
	
	.093
	.103(.010)
	.109(.006)

	Neg. Emot
	.770
	.745(.025)
	.586(.159)
	 
	.019
	.018(.001)
	.021(.003)
	 
	.088
	.099(.011)
	.104(.006)


Note: CFI = comparative fit index, RMSEA = root mean square error of approximation, SRMR = standardized root mean square residual, config = configural model, metric = metric model, scalar = scalar model, Δ = fit difference between the two models, SWLS = Satisfaction with Life Scale, IHS = Interdependent Happiness Scale, Pos. Emot = Positive Emotions, Neg. Emot = Negative Emotions, I = Individual, F = Family. a For SWLS Ideal (I), fit indices improved considerably when the restraint to a single item (SWLS 1) was relaxed. b For IHS Actual (I), fit indices improved considerably when the unique variance between items IHS 3 and IHS 4, and between IHS 8 and IHS 9 were allowed to correlate, and the restraint to a single item (IHS 8) was relaxed. c For IHS Ideal (F), fit indices improved considerably when the unique variance between items IHS 3 and IHS 4, and between IHS 8 and IHS 9 were allowed to correlate, and the restraint to a single item (IHS 4) was relaxed.

We determined configural, metric scalar invariance using commonly accepted thresholds used for MGCFA, for research using a large number of groups (~ > 20) (configural: CFI > .95, RMSEA < .10, SRMR < .10) (metric: ΔCFI ≤ .02, ΔRMSEA < .03, ΔSRMR < .03) (scalar: ΔCFI < .01, ΔRMSEA < .01, ΔSRMR < .15) (Jang et. Al., 2017; Putnick & Bornstein, 2016; Rutkowski, & Svetina, 2014). Across a total of 90 invariance tests, we found evidence of adequate configural, metric and scalar invariance across all countries in this study (> 76%; 69 out of 90). 
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Table 6. Two country-level measures of well-being (culturally sensitive and life satisfaction targeting individual) regressed onto self-construals, and individualism - collectivism meta-factor.
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	
	CS Well-being
	
	SWLS individual
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	95% CI
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	95% CI
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	I - C Metafactor
	.154
	
	[-.10, .41]
	1.21
	.234
	
	.435
	
	[.08, .79]
	2.46
	.018
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	 
	  B
	 
	99.375% CI
	  t
	  p
	 
	  B
	 
	99.375% CI
	  t
	  p
	 

	Self-Construal Scale
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	  Difference versus similarity
	.210
	
	[-.34, .76]
	1.09
	.280
	
	.486
	
	[-.30, 1.28]
	1.77
	.084
	

	  Self-containment versus connection to others
	-.165
	
	[-.61, .28]
	1.06
	.297
	
	-.057
	
	[-.72, .61]
	.25
	.807
	

	  Self-direction versus receptiveness to influence
	.280
	
	[-.21, .76]
	1.66
	.105
	
	.724
	
	[.07, 1.38]
	3.16
	.003
	

	  Self-reliance versus dependence on others
	.091
	
	[-.30, .48]
	.67
	.508
	
	.310
	
	[-.25, .87]
	1.60
	.116
	

	  Consistency versus variability
	.217
	
	[-.09, .52]
	2.05
	.047
	
	.497
	
	[.09, .91]
	3.46
	.001
	

	  Self-expression versus harmony
	.224
	
	[-.14, .59]
	1.77
	.084
	
	.594
	
	[.11, 1.08]
	3.50
	.001
	

	  Self-interest versus commitment to others
	-.238
	
	[-.90, .42]
	1.04
	.304
	
	-.257
	
	[-1.22, .71]
	.77
	.447
	

	  De-contextualized versus contextualized self
	.444
	
	[.09, .80]
	3.59
	.001
	
	.795
	
	[.32, 1.27]
	4.77
	<.001
	

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 


Note. Unstandardized parameter estimates (B) and 95% confidence intervals (CI) for linear effects. CS = culturally sensitive; SWLS = satisfaction with life scale; I - C = individualism - collectivism. Coefficients in bold are statistically significant at p < .05 for I-C Metafactor, and at p < .00625 (reflecting Bonferroni correction) for self-construals.



