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Confirmatory Factor Analysis Results 
The following presents the results from the confirmatory factor analyses (CFA) for each of the constructs measured in this study.
 Basic Psychological Needs
Autonomy Satisfaction
New Zealand Data: One-Factor CFA Model for Autonomy Satisfaction. This model had an excellent fit: χ² (2, N = 385) = 6.999, p = 0.008; CFI = 0.988; TLI = 0.964; RMSEA = 0.030, with the 90% confidence interval for RMSEA being​​ [0.021, 0.149]. Results from Table B1 show that all four autonomy satisfaction items had standardized factor loadings larger than 0.60. No model modifications were imposed.
Hawaiʻi Data: One-Factor CFA Model for Autonomy Satisfaction. This model had a good fit: χ² (2, N = 386) = 4.887, p = 0.087; CFI = 0.990; TLI = 0.969; RMSEA = 0.061, with the 90% confidence interval for RMSEA being [0.000, 0.132]. Results from Table B1 show that all four autonomy satisfaction items had standardized factor loadings larger than 0.56. No model modifications were imposed.
Autonomy Frustration
New Zealand Data: One-Factor CFA Model for Autonomy Frustration. This model had a very good fit: χ² (1, N =385) = 2.090, p = 0.148; CFI = 0.997; TLI = 0.984; RMSEA = 0.053, with the 90% confidence interval for RMSEA being [0.000, 0.157]. Results from Table B2 show that all four autonomy frustration items had standardized factor loadings larger than 0.51. One modification was imposed in this model, namely that the error variances of items 2 and 3 were allowed to covary.
Hawaiʻi Data: One-Factor CFA Model for Autonomy Frustration. This model had an excellent fit: χ² (1, N = 386) = 1.241, p = 265; CFI = 0.999; TLI = 0.997; RMSEA = 0.025, with the 90% confidence interval for RMSEA being [0.000, 0.140]. Results from Table B2 show that all four autonomy frustration items had standardized factor loadings larger than 0.58.  As it was the case with the corresponding model in the NZ model, the error variances of items 2 and 3 were allowed to covary. One modification was imposed in this model - item 3 was correlated with item 2. 
Competence Satisfaction
New Zealand Data: One-Factor CFA Model for Competence Satisfaction. This model had good fit: χ² (2, N = 385) = 7.074, p = 0.029; CFI = 0.993; TLI = 0.979; RMSEA = 0.081, with the 90% confidence interval for RMSEA being [0.022, 0.150].  Results from Table B3 show that all four competence satisfaction items had standardized factor loadings larger than 0.68. No model modifications were imposed.
Hawaiʻi Data: One-Factor CFA Model for Competence Satisfaction. This model had a good fit: χ² (2, N = 386) = 4.712, p = 0.095; CFI = ​​0.995; TLI = 0.984; RMSEA = 0.059, with the 90% confidence interval for RMSEA being [0.000, 0.131]. Results from Table B3 show that all four competence satisfaction items had standardized factor loadings larger than 0.66. No model modifications were imposed.
Competence Frustration
New Zealand Data: One-Factor CFA Model for Competence Frustration. This model had an acceptable fit: χ² (2, N = 385) = 9.732, p =0.007; CFI = 0.987; TLI = 0.962; RMSEA = 0.100, with the 90% confidence interval for RMSEA being [0.044, 0.167]. Results from Table B4 show that all four competence frustration items had standardized factor loadings larger than 0.70. No model modifications were imposed.
Hawaiʻi Data: One-Factor CFA Model for Competence Frustration. This model had an excellent fit: χ² (2, N = 386) = 1.241, p = 0.538; CFI = 1.000; TLI = 1.000; RMSEA = 0.000, with the 90% confidence interval for RMSEA being [0.000, 0.088]. Results from Table B4 show that all four competence frustration items had standardized factor loadings larger than 0.74. No model modifications were imposed.
Relatedness Satisfaction
New Zealand Data: One-Factor CFA Model for Relatedness Satisfaction. This model had a very good fit: χ² (2, N = 385) = 4.132, p = 0.016; CFI = 0.995; TLI = 0.986; RMSEA = 0.053, with the 90% confidence interval for RMSEA being [0.000, 0.126]. Results from Table B5 show that all four relatedness satisfaction items had standardized factor loadings larger than 0.54.  No model modifications were imposed.
Hawaiʻi Data: One-Factor CFA Model for Relatedness Satisfaction. This model had an acceptable fit: χ² (2, N = 386) = 8.335, p = 0.127; CFI = 0.986; TLI = 0.957; RMSEA = 0.091, with the 90% confidence interval for RMSEA being [0.034, 0.158]. Results from Table B5 show that all four relatedness satisfaction items had standardized factor loadings larger than 0.62. No model modifications were imposed.
Relatedness Frustration
New Zealand Data: One-Factor CFA Model for Relatedness Frustration. This model had an excellent fit: χ² (2, N = 385) = 0.042, p = 0.979; CFI = 1.000; TLI = 1.000; RMSEA = 0.000, with the 90% confidence interval for RMSEA being [0.000, 0.000]. Results from Table B6 show that all four relatedness frustration items had standardized factor loadings larger than 0.67. No model modifications were imposed.
Hawaiʻi Data: One-Factor CFA Model for Relatedness Frustration. This model had an excellent fit: χ² (2, N =386) = 0.445, p = 0.801; CFI = 1.000; TLI = 1.000; RMSEA = 0.000, with the 90% confidence interval for RMSEA being [0.000, 0.063]. Results from Table B6 show that all four relatedness frustration items had standardized factor loadings larger than 0.55. No model modifications were imposed.
Eager and Vigilant Strategies
Two-factor CFA Model for Eager and Vigilant Strategies for New Zealand Data
This model had a good fit: χ² (8, N = 385) = 27.436, p = 0.001; CFI = 0.960; TLI = 0.925; RMSEA = 0.079, with the 90% confidence interval for RMSEA being [0.048, 0.113]. Results from Table B7 show that all three eager strategies items and all three vigilant strategies items had standardized factor loadings larger than 0.57.  
Two-factor CFA Model for Eager and Vigilant Strategies for Hawaiʻi Data
This model had an acceptable fit: χ² (8, N = 386) = 44.125, p < 0.001; CFI = 0.932; TLI = 0.872; RMSEA = 0.108, with the 90% confidence interval for RMSEA being [0.078, 0.140. Results from Table B7 show that all three eager strategies items and all three vigilant strategies items had standardized factor loadings larger than 0.61 and 0.52, respectively. 
Mplus suggested two model modifications to improve model fit - “V1 BY E” and “V3 WITH V2”. However, these modifications were not used, and the original model was selected for the following reasons. Theory indicates that promotion (i.e., eagerness) and prevention (i.e., vigilance) are independent orientations. The V1 BY E modification implies that the first vigilance indicator item is influenced by the E (i.e., the eager strategies) factor. However, as promotion and prevention are independent motivation orientations, V1 should not be influenced by E, and a given indicator should not measure both promotion and prevention.  For these reasons, the “V1 BY E” modification was not imposed in the chosen model for either of the two samples. 
For the eagerness and vigilance factors, the unmodified model fit the NZ data well, but the unmodified model fit for the HI data was not ideal. Considering that the purpose of this analysis was to identify how well the indicators measured the factors and that the factor loadings for the NZ and HI unmodified models were high (i.e., larger than 0.50), the “V3 WITH V2” modification was not imposed in the chosen model for either of the two samples. 
Resilience
One-Factor CFA Model for Model for Resilience for New Zealand Data
This model had an excellent fit: χ² (8, N = 385) = 10.845, p = 0.211; CFI = 0.998; TLI = 0.996; RMSEA = 0.030, with the 90% confidence interval for RMSEA being [0.000, 0.071]. Results from Table B8 show that all six resilience items had standardized factor loadings larger than 0.65. One model modification was imposed, namely that the error variances of the first and second items were allowed to covary.
One-Factor CFA Model for Model for Resilience for Hawaiʻi Data
This model had a good fit: χ² (7, N = 386) = 16.385, p = 0.022; CFI = 0.990; TLI = 0.978; RMSEA = 0.059, with the 90% confidence interval for RMSEA being [0.021, 0.097]. Results from Table B8 show that all six resilience items had standardized factor loadings larger than 0.53. Two model modifications were imposed: 1) the error variances of items 1 and 3 were allowed to covary and 2) the error variances of items of 1 and 5 were allowed to covary. 
Social Network Questionnaire 
One-Factor CFA Model for SNQ for New Zealand Data
This model had an excellent fit: χ² (5, N = 385) = 3.557 p = 0.469; CFI = 1.000; TLI = 1.000; RMSEA = 0.000, with the 90% confidence interval for RMSEA being [0.000, 0.073]. Results from Table B9 show that two of the five SNQ items had standardized factor loadings larger than 0.50. The remaining three items had standardized factor loadings less than 0.50. Although three factor loading values were small (e.g., 0.298), they were still meaningful, and their non-negative values indicated that items are not related to the factor in a theory-consistent ways. Hence, all items from the instrument were included in the calculation of the SNQ factor score. One model modification was imposed, namely the error variances of fourth and fifth items were allowed to covary.
One-Factor CFA Model for SNQ for Hawaiʻi Data
This model had an excellent fit: χ² (4, N = 386) = 7.234, p = 0.1241; CFI = 0.991; TLI = 0.978; RMSEA = 0.046, with the 90% confidence interval for RMSEA being [0.000, 0.098]. Results from Table B9 show that three of the five SNQ items had standardized factor loadings larger than 0.64.  The remaining two items had standardized factor loadings that were smaller. Nevertheless, the two smaller loadings were still meaningful, and their non-negative values indicate that these indicators related to the SNQ factor in a theory-consistent way. Hence, all items from the questionnaire were included in the calculation of the SNQ factor score. As it was for the corresponding model in the NZ sample, the error variances of items 4 and 5 were allowed to covary.
Network of Relationships Inventory
Five-Factor Model for Supportive Interactions for New Zealand Data
This model had an excellent fit: χ² (80, N =385) = 149.662, p < 0.001; CFI = ​​0.984; TLI = 0.979; RMSEA = 0.048, with the 90% confidence interval for RMSEA being [0.036, 0.059. Results from Table B10 show that all the items were very strong indicators of the construct they measured (i.e., all the standardized factor loadings larger were than 0.72). 
Five-Factor CFA Model for Support Interactions for Hawaiʻi Data
This model had a good fit: χ² (80, N = 386) = 260.450, p < 0.001; CFI = 0.958; TLI = 0.945; RMSEA = 0.076, with the 90% confidence interval for RMSEA being [0.066, 0.087]. Results from Table B10 show that all the items were very strong indicators of the construct they measure (i.e., all the standardized factor loadings larger than 0.71). No model modifications were imposed.
It is important to note that the magnitudes of some of the intercorrelations among the five factors were very high, especially in the HI sample. For example, both samples had high correlations between SSB and PSB (HI r = 0.899, NZ r = 0.765) and high correlations between SSB and SSH (HI r = 0.796, NZ r = 0.636). These results show that the two pairs of factors overlap to a significant degree in each sample.
One-Factor CFA Model for Negative Interactions for New Zealand Data
This model had an acceptable fit: χ² (25, N = 385) = 99.135, p < 0.001; CFI = 0.948; TLI = 0.925; RMSEA = 0.088, with the 90% confidence interval for RMSEA being [0.070, 0.106]. Results from Table B11 show that all nine negative interaction items had standardized factor loadings larger than 0.55. Two model modifications were imposed: 1) the error variances of items 8 and 9 were allowed to covary and 2) the error variances of items 5 and 6 were allowed to covary).
One-Factor CFA Model for Negative Interactions for Hawaiʻi Data
This model had an acceptable fit: χ² (26, N = 386) = 94.787, p < 0.001; CFI = 0.963; TLI = 0.949; RMSEA = 0.083, with the 90% confidence interval for RMSEA being [0.065, 0.101]. Results from Table B11 show that all nine negative interaction items had standardized factor loadings larger than 0.70. One model modification was imposed, namely the error variances of items 8 and 9 were allowed to covary.
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Table 1

One-factor CFA standardized factor loadings and standard errors of autonomy satisfaction items for New Zealand and Hawaiʻi data. 

	
	New Zealand
	
	Hawaiʻi

	Item
	Std Factor 
Loading
	SE
	
	Std. Factor 
Loading
	SE

	1
	0.606
	0.041
	
	0.562
	0.047

	2
	0.695
	0.036
	
	0.715
	0.042

	3
	0.721
	0.035
	
	0.651
	0.043

	4
	0.736
	0.035
	
	0.568
	0.047


Note: Items in the first column correspond to those in the BPNSFS instrument (Chen et al., 2015). CFA = confirmatory factor analysis; std = standardized; SE = standard error; BPNSFS = Basic Psychological Need Satisfaction and Frustration Scale

Table 2

One-factor CFA standardized factor loadings and standard errors of autonomy frustration items for New Zealand and Hawaiʻi data. 

	
	New Zealand
	
	Hawaiʻi

	Item
	Std Factor Loading
	SE
	
	Std Factor Loading
	SE

	1
	0.824
	0.037
	
	0.739
	0.035

	2
	0.595
	0.042
	
	0.588
	0.044

	3
	0.516
	0.047
	
	0.666
	0.039

	4
	0.709
	0.038
	
	0.769
	0.034


Note: Items in the first column correspond to those in the BPNSFS instrument (Chen et al., 2015). CFA = confirmatory factor analysis; std = standardized; SE = standard error; BPNSFS = Basic Psychological Need Satisfaction and Frustration Scale



Table 3

One-factor CFA standardized factor loadings and standard errors of competence satisfaction items for New Zealand and Hawaiʻi data. 

	
	New Zealand
	
	Hawaiʻi

	Item
	Std Factor Loading
	SE
	
	Std Factor Loading
	SE

	1
	0.789
	0.024
	
	0.775
	0.030

	2
	0.848
	0.021
	
	0.797
	0.028

	3
	0.836
	0.021
	
	0.669
	0.035

	4
	0.680
	0.032
	
	0.673
	0.035


Note: Items in the first column correspond to those in the BPNSFS instrument (Chen et al., 2015). CFA = confirmatory factor analysis; std = standardized; SE = standard error; BPNSFS = Basic Psychological Need Satisfaction and Frustration Scale

Table 4

[bookmark: OLE_LINK5][bookmark: OLE_LINK6]One-factor CFA standardized factor loadings and standard errors of competence frustration items for New Zealand and Hawaiʻi data. 

	
	New Zealand
	
	Hawaiʻi

	Item
	Std Factor Loading
	SE
	
	Std Factor Loading
	SE

	1
	0.820
	0.025
	
	0.820
	0.023

	2
	0.701
	0.032
	
	0.760
	0.027

	3
	0.788
	0.026
	
	0.824
	0.022

	4
	0.716
	0.031
	
	0.747
	0.027


Note: Items in the first column correspond to those in the BPNSFS instrument (Chen et al., 2015). CFA = confirmatory factor analysis; std = standardized; SE = standard error; BPNSFS = Basic Psychological Need Satisfaction and Frustration Scale




Table 5

One-factor CFA standardized factor loadings and standard errors of relatedness satisfaction items for New Zealand and Hawaiʻi data. 

	
	New Zealand
	
	Hawaiʻi

	Item
	Std Factor Loading
	SE
	
	Std Factor Loading
	SE

	1
	0.639
	0.036
	
	0.627
	0.039

	2
	0.729
	0.032
	
	0.665
	0.037

	3
	0.864
	0.028
	
	0.780
	0.032

	4
	0.546
	0.042
	
	0.729
	0.034


Note: Items in the first column correspond to those in the BPNSFS instrument (Chen et al., 2015). CFA = confirmatory factor analysis; std = standardized; SE = standard error; BPNSFS = Basic Psychological Need Satisfaction and Frustration Scale

Table 6

One-factor CFA standardized factor loadings and standard errors of relatedness frustration items for New Zealand and Hawaiʻi data. 

	
	New Zealand
	
	Hawaiʻi

	Item
	Std Factor Loading
	SE
	
	Std Factor Loading
	SE

	1
	0.709
	0.033
	
	0.671
	0.037

	2
	0.732
	0.032
	
	0.746
	0.034

	3
	0.775
	0.030
	
	0.740
	0.035

	4
	0.670
	0.035
	
	0.557
	0.043


Note: Items in the first column correspond to those in the BPNSFS instrument (Chen et al., 2015). CFA = confirmatory factor analysis; std = standardized; SE = standard error; BPNSFS = Basic Psychological Need Satisfaction and Frustration Scale




Table 7

Two-factor CFA standardized factor loadings and standard errors eager strategies and vigilant strategies items for New Zealand and Hawaiʻi data. 

	
	
	New Zealand
	
	Hawaiʻi

	Item
	Scale
	Std Factor Loading
	SE
	
	Std Factor Loading
	SE

	E1
	E
	0.593
	0.043
	
	0.612
	0.038

	E2
	E
	0.697
	0.041
	
	0.796
	0.032

	E3
	E
	0.820
	0.041
	
	0.873
	0.031

	V1
	V
	0.705
	0.051
	
	0.521
	0.067

	V2
	V
	0.700
	0.050
	
	0.630
	0.073

	V3
	V
	0.571
	0.048
	
	0.530
	0.063


Note: Items in the first column correspond to those in the RGSQ instrument (Vriend et al., 2022). CFA = confirmatory factor analysis; std = standardized; SE = standard error; E = eager strategies; V = vigilant strategies; RGSQ = Regulatory Goals and Strategies Questionnaire
















Table 8

One-factor CFA standardized factor loadings and standard errors of resilience items for New Zealand and Hawaiʻi data. 

	
	New Zealand
	
	Hawaiʻi

	Item
	Std Factor Loading
	SE
	
	Std Factor Loading
	SE

	1
	0.834
	0.021
	
	0.721
	0.030

	2
	0.830
	0.021
	
	0.670
	0.034

	3
	0.747
	0.025
	
	0.656
	0.035

	4
	0.785
	0.022
	
	0.812
	0.025

	5
	0.658
	0.031
	
	0.539
	0.042

	6
	0.803
	0.021
	
	0.758
	0.028


Note: Items in the first column correspond to those in the BRS instrument (Smith et al., 2008). Items 2, 4, and 6 were reverse scored before the analyses. CFA = confirmatory factor analysis; std = standardized; SE = standard error; BRS = Brief Resilience Scale


Table 9

One-factor CFA standardized factor loadings and standard errors of SNQ items for New Zealand and Hawaiʻi data. 

	
	New Zealand
	
	Hawaiʻi

	Item
	Std Factor Loading
	SE
	
	Std Factor Loading
	SE

	1
	0.382
	0.055
	
	0.724
	0.040

	2
	0.804
	0.068
	
	0.656
	0.042

	3
	0.504
	0.059
	
	0.645
	0.042

	4
	0.298
	0.057
	
	0.413
	0.052

	5
	0.343
	0.059
	
	0.448
	0.051


Note: Items in the first column correspond to those in the SNQ instrument (Neyer & Asendorpf, 2001; Parker et al., 2012). Items 4 and 5 were reverse scored before the analyses. CFA = confirmatory factor analysis; std = standardized; SE = standard error; SNQ = Social Network Questionnaire




Table 10

Five-factor CFA standardized factor loadings and standard errors support scale items (i.e., SSH, SSB, PSH, PSB, COMP) for New Zealand and Hawaiʻi data. 

	
	
	New Zealand
	
	Hawai'i

	Item
	Scale
	Std Factor Loading
	SE
	
	Std Factor Loading
	SE

	1
	SSH
	0.911
	0.012
	
	0.867
	0.016

	2
	SSH
	0.907
	0.012
	
	0.902
	0.013

	3
	SSH
	0.884
	0.014
	
	0.887
	0.014

	4
	SSB
	0.769
	0.025
	
	0.714
	0.029

	5
	SSB
	0.874
	0.017
	
	0.809
	0.022

	6
	SSB
	0.860
	0.018
	
	0.831
	0.021

	7
	PSH
	0.914
	0.011
	
	0.910
	0.012

	8
	PSH
	0.917
	0.011
	
	0.913
	0.012

	9
	PSH
	0.906
	0.012
	
	0.874
	0.015

	10
	PSB
	0.727
	0.029
	
	0.744
	0.027

	11
	PSB
	0.854
	0.022
	
	0.831
	0.022

	12
	PSB
	0.751
	0.028
	
	0.789
	0.023

	13
	COMP
	0.816
	0.023
	
	0.804
	0.025

	14
	COMP
	0.850
	0.021
	
	0.845
	0.023

	15
	COMP
	0.758
	0.027
	
	0.673
	0.034


Note: Items in the first column correspond to those in the support scale NRI-BSV instrument (Furman & Buhrmester, 2009). CFA = confirmatory factor analysis; std = standardized; SE = standard error; SSH = seeks safe have; SSB = seeks secure base; PSH = provides safe haven; PSB = provides secure base; COMP = companionship; NRI-BSV = Network of Relationships Inventory: Behavioral Systems Version


Table 11

One-factor CFA standardized factor loadings and standard errors of negative interaction items for New Zealand and Hawaiʻi data.
 
	
	New Zealand
	
	Hawai'i

	Item
	Std Factor Loading
	SE
	
	Std Factor Loading
	SE

	1
	0.646
	0.034
	
	0.733
	0.027

	2
	0.787
	0.024
	
	0.772
	0.024

	3
	0.760
	0.026
	
	0.732
	0.027

	4
	0.624
	0.035
	
	0.706
	0.029

	5
	0.552
	0.040
	
	0.703
	0.029

	6
	0.607
	0.037
	
	0.712
	0.028

	7
	0.660
	0.033
	
	0.710
	0.028

	8
	0.703
	0.030
	
	0.788
	0.023

	9
	0.630
	0.035
	
	0.737
	0.027


Note: Items in the first column correspond to those in the negative interaction scale NRI-BSV instrument (Furman & Buhrmester, 2009).  CFA = confirmatory factor analysis; std = standardized; SE = standard error; NRI-BSV = Network of Relationships Inventory: Behavioral Systems Version














Table 12

[bookmark: OLE_LINK3]Correlations among all factors investigated for the New Zealand sample.

	
	
	AS
	AF
	CS
	CF
	RS
	RF
	E
	V
	BRS
	SNQ
	SSH
	SSB
	PSH
	PSB
	COMP
	N

	Basic Psychological Need Satisfaction & Frustration
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	AS
	1.00
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-

	
	AF
	-0.502         
	1.00
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-

	
	CS
	0.511        
	-0.335         
	1.00
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-

	
	CF
	-0.384         
	0.509        
	-0.693         
	1.00
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-

	
	RS
	0.379        
	-0.346         
	0.363        
	-0.402         
	1.00
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-

	
	RF
	-0.347         
	0.461        
	-0.367         
	0.573        
	-0.656
	1.00
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Regulatory Goals & Strategies Questionnaire
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	E
	0.405        
	-0.223         
	0.519        
	-0.354         
	0.239
	-0.195         
	1.00
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-

	
	V
	-0.183         
	0.320        
	-0.192         
	0.436        
	-0.159
	0.290        
	-0.121         
	1.00
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Brief Resilience Scale
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	BRS
	0.359        
	-0.417         
	0.472        
	-0.599         
	0.273
	-0.391         
	0.355        
	-0.339         
	1.00
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Social Network Questionnaire
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	SNQ
	0.088        
	-0.179         
	0.147        
	-0.199         
	0.320
	-0.340         
	0.124        
	-0.085         
	0.132         
	1.00
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Network of Relationships Inventory
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	SSH
	0.015        
	-0.074         
	0.082        
	-0.091         
	0.257
	-0.203         
	0.153        
	-0.067         
	0.019         
	0.443
	1.00
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-

	
	SSB
	0.161        
	-0.150         
	0.151        
	-0.150         
	0.336
	-0.281         
	0.192        
	-0.110         
	0.168         
	0.442
	0.578         
	1.00
	-
	-
	-
	-

	
	PSH
	0.065        
	-0.018         
	0.072        
	-0.056         
	0.221
	-0.168         
	0.157        
	-0.088         
	0.063         
	0.271
	0.631         
	0.475         
	1.00
	-
	-
	-

	
	PSB
	0.166        
	-0.104         
	0.056        
	-0.006         
	0.225
	-0.179         
	0.174        
	-0.093         
	0.036         
	0.339
	0.495         
	0.657         
	0.556         
	1.00
	-
	-

	
	COMP
	0.078
	-0.079         
	0.081        
	-0.047         
	0.260
	-0.195         
	0.093        
	-0.095         
	0.074         
	0.408
	0.519         
	0.441         
	0.541         
	0.503         
	1.00
	-

	
	N
	-0.054
	0.108         
	0.046         
	0.034        
	-0.034
	0.105         
	0.021         
	0.017         
	0.017        
	-0.363
	-0.011        
	-0.117         
	0.078        
	-0.065         
	0.078
	1.00


Note. AS = autonomy satisfaction; AF = autonomy frustration; CS = competence satisfaction; CF = competence frustration; RS = relatedness satisfaction; RF = relatedness frustration; E = eager strategies; V = vigilant strategies; BRS = resilience; SNQ = Social Network Questionnaire friendship quality; SSH = seeks safe haven; SSB = seeks secure base; PSH = provides safe haven; PSB = provides secure base; COMP = companionship; N = negative interactions.




Table 13

Correlations among all factors investigated for the Hawaiʻi sample.

	
	
	AS
	AF
	CS
	CF
	RS
	RF
	E
	V
	BRS
	SNQ
	SSH
	SSB
	PSH
	PSB
	COMP
	N

	Basic Psychological Need Satisfaction & Frustration
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	AS
	1.00
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-

	
	AF
	-0.485
	1.00
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-

	
	CS
	0.602
	-0.395
	1.00
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-

	
	CF
	-0.470
	0.629
	-0.674
	1.00
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-

	
	RS
	0.483
	-0.284
	0.422
	-0.345
	1.00
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-

	
	RF
	-0.393
	0.436
	-0.437
	0.528
	-0.630
	1.00
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Regulatory Goals & Strategies Questionnaire
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	E
	0.527
	-0.258
	0.537
	-0.368
	0.365
	-0.306
	1.00
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-

	
	V
	-0.113
	0.321
	-0.171
	0.408
	-0.085
	0.187
	-0.073
	1.00
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Brief Resilience Scale
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	BRS
	0.313
	-0.414
	0.468
	-0.569
	0.200
	-0.319
	0.336
	-0.268
	1.00
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Social Network Questionnaire
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	SNQ
	0.158
	-0.171
	0.175
	-0.167
	0.309
	-0.360
	0.092
	-0.057
	0.130
	1.00
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Network of Relationships Inventory
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	SSH
	0.012
	-0.020
	0.063
	-0.028
	0.216
	-0.126
	0.068
	-0.018
	0.032
	0.365
	1.00
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-

	
	SSB
	0.125
	-0.104
	0.172
	-0.087
	0.300
	-0.237
	0.148
	0.038
	0.093
	0.511
	0.694
	1.00
	-
	-
	-
	-

	
	PSH
	-0.015
	0.005
	0.101
	-0.070
	0.232
	-0.217
	0.086
	-0.045
	0.134
	0.306
	0.705
	0.558
	1.00
	-
	-
	-

	
	PSB
	0.093
	-0.027
	0.127
	-0.025
	0.225
	-0.175
	0.159
	0.000
	0.092
	0.398
	0.641
	0.758
	0.657
	1.00
	-
	-

	
	COMP
	0.073
	-0.024
	0.076
	-0.032
	0.232
	-0.171
	0.112
	-0.072
	0.063
	0.366
	0.564
	0.505
	0.558
	0.571
	1.00
	-

	
	N
	-0.116
	0.182
	-0.039
	0.107
	-0.149
	0.199
	0.036
	-0.029
	-0.022
	-0.428
	-0.012
	-0.165
	0.013
	-0.015
	0.097
	1.00


[bookmark: _GoBack]Note. AS = autonomy satisfaction; AF = autonomy frustration; CS = competence satisfaction; CF = competence frustration; RS = relatedness satisfaction; RF = relatedness frustration; E = eager strategies; V = vigilant strategies; BRS = resilience; SNQ = Social Network Questionnaire friendship quality; SSH = seeks safe haven; SSB = seeks secure base; PSH = provides safe haven; PSB = provides secure base; COMP = companionship; N = negative interactions.
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