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Validity of measurements
All scales or questionnaires were originally developed and validated in English. We identified existing Chinese versions through our research networks. Research on the psychometric properties of these translated measures was still a work in progress in some cases. Also, all questionnaires used in this study are either the short version [e.g. the Short Form of Self-compassion Scale (Raes, Pommier, Neff, & Van Gucht, 2011) and the Short Mood and Feelings Questionnaire (Angold, Costello, Messer, & Pickles, 1995)] or a purposefully selected set of subscales from the original scale (e.g. the Alabama Parenting Questionnaire (Shelton, Frick, & Wootton, 1996) and the Network of Relationships Inventory (Furman & Buhrmester, 2010). We used short scales instead of long or full versions to minimize assessment time and thus reduce the burden on our participants. Due to limited evidence of the psychometric properties of our measures of parenting, self-compassion, and friendship, we conducted a series of statistical analysis to check the validity of the measurements in both the UK and Chinese sample. 
The following section first gives a brief introduction of the original questionnaires, including the relevant theoretical background. We then describe theoretically and empirically informed measurement models via confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) for every construct/latent variable in both samples that we assessed. We applied CFAs to provide evidence for putative latent factors (i.e., positive parenting behaviour, self-compassion, friendship and depressive symptoms) which could be used in later the structural equation modelling (SEM) as a general factor. To account for this, one-factor higher-order models and bifactor models with one general factor were tested. The hierarchical models were investigated before the bifactor models to check if the measures follow the suggested factor structure. If the hierarchical models were not supported, the bifactor models would be considered as another option to justify the general factor (Rodriguez, Reise, & Haviland, 2016). It should be noted that intercorrelated factor models were first tested before checking the hierarchical models because the relevant theoretical backgrounds of the variables (i.e., positive parenting behaviour, self-compassion and friendship) indicated a multidimensional definition. 
Positive parenting behaviour
The Alabama Parenting Questionnaire (APQ, Shelton et al., 1996) is a 42-item scale that assesses different parenting practices. Its short-form has 15 items (Scott, Briskman, & Dadds, 2011) and retained the original five subscales (poor monitoring and supervision, inconsistent discipline, corporal punishment, involvement and positive parenting techniques) as indicated by CFA (Scott et al., 2011). For the current study, we chose 12 items from four subscales (excluding the subscale of corporal punishment1) of the brief APQ. For the Chinese version, the author tailored the words based on the traditional Chinese version of parent-report APQ provided by So (via personal communication) and picked the corresponding items in the brief version of APQ.
There are different scoring approaches for the short APQ. Some studies directly calculated the score of the subscales (Guo, Morawska, & Sanders, 2016), whereas others combined the subscales (Williamson, Johnston, Noyes, Stewart, & Weiss, 2017). We defined our positive parenting as a general factor indicated by the items we selected because of theoretical and empirical considerations. Positive parenting practices involve multiple facets such as praise, involvement, good quality of supervision and discipline (Sanders, 2012), and previous research supported a latent variable positive parenting indicated by warm parenting, consistent parenting, low angry parenting and parent self-efficacy (Phillipson & McFarland, 2016). 
[bookmark: _Hlk66463084]Four models were tested to examine the potential factor structures in our study. Firstly, as the original construct of the brief scale (Scott et al., 2011), 4-factor intercorrelated model was tested with the four factors praise, poor supervision, involvement, and inconsistent discipline. Although this model had acceptable model fits in both samples (Table S1), the factor named “inconsistent discipline” was not associated with other factors in the UK sample (Table S2). Although theoretically important, we excluded the three items describing inconsistent discipline from our analysis because reliability analysis revealed low internal consistency in both samples (α = .54/.40, UK/Chinese sample). Next, the 3-factor intercorrelated model with the remaining 9 items was investigated and achieved a good model fit in both samples (Table S1). The factor loadings ranged from .55 to .95 in the UK sample and from .42 to .97 in the Chinese sample (Table S2). Because of the establishment of the 3-factor intercorrelated model, its higher-order model was examined. CFA results showed a good model fit in the UK sample, but there was a problem of the model identification in the Chinese sample (Table S1). Thus, the bifactor model with three specific factors was investigated and provided support in both samples (Table S1) with factor loadings on the general factor ranging from .55 to .93 in the UK sample and from .28 to .66 in the Chinese sample. However, the three specific factors of the original scale were not established in both samples suggesting that parenting behaviour was best explained as a latent variable indicated by nine items in both samples. 
Friendships 
Twelve items were chosen from the Network of Relationships Inventory (NRI) to measure friendship. There are three different versions of NRI, NRI-Social Provisions Version, NRI-SPV (Furman & Buhrmester, 1985), NRI-Behavioral Systems Version, NRI-BSV (Furman & Buhrmester, 2009), and NRI-Relationship Qualities Version, NRI-RQV (Buhrmester & Furman, 2008). These questionnaires are used to assess different types of interpersonal relationships, including friendship. Researchers commonly select one or more sub-scales to measure individual relationships based on their interests (Furman & Buhrmester, 2010). To reduce the burden and to tap into intimate friendship, e.g., fewer conflicts, more disclosure, and receiving and offering supports, we selected the following dimensions to assess the relationship with participants' most important friend: conflict, intimate disclosure, seeks safe haven and provides secure base. The conflict dimension asks about arguments in the relationship. Intimate disclosure assesses the closeness of the relationship. The provides a secure base subscale asks how much caregiving or social support research participants give to that person. The seeks safe haven subscale assesses how much research participants are requiring care or social support from their friends. For the Chinese version, the corresponding items were chosen from Liu's translated version (2015). 
There are different ways to score or use the NRI in research. Some studies directly used the single subscale (Wood, Bukowski, & Santo, 2017), whereas others combined the subscales, for example, based on the results of exploratory factor analysis (EFA), combining several subscales (Bagwell et al., 2005), or combining the negative subscales as negative qualities of friendships and the positive dimensions as positive qualities of friendships (La Greca & Harrison, 2005). In our study, we aimed to justify one latent variable of friendships indicated by the items we chose. To verify this, CFA was conducted to explore a series of potential models. 
Five measurement models were tested. First, a 4-factor intercorrelated model with conflict, intimate disclosure, seeks safe haven and provides secure base and its higher-order model were checked. Unfortunately, in the British sample, the conflict dimension did not load on the higher-order factor (Table S4). Given the good reliability of conflict in both samples (α = .89 /.73, British/Chinese), we kept this subscale as a factor in the model, and CFA results indicated acceptable model fits in both samples (Table S3). The remaining nine items were used to define latent variable positive friendship quality. Thus, the 3-factor intercorrelated model with intimate disclosure, seeks safe haven and provides secure base, its higher-order model and its bifactor model were assessed (Table S3, S4). To check if there is a significant difference between intercorrelated model and bifactor model 2, the chi-square difference test was conducted. The results showed that the model fit of the bifactor model was significantly different compared to the intercorrelated model, Δχ2 (6) = 48.218, p < .001 in the UK sample, and Δχ2 (6) = 15.232, p < .05 in the Chinese sample. Although the specific factors were not replicated in the bifactor model (Table S4), results supported a general factor, positive friendship qualities, which was best explained as a latent variable indicated by nine items in both samples. 
Self-compassion
[bookmark: OLE_LINK16]The Self-compassion Scale (Neff, 2003) has been widely used in research to assess self-compassion across different cultures (Neff et al., 2019). Since the development of its original 26-item version, there has been a rich scientific debate about the construct and its psychometric definition. Self-compassion was defined as a multi-faceted construct that has six components, self-kindness, self-judgment, common humanity, isolation, mindfulness and overidentification, which operate as a system (Neff, 2003, 2016). From this perspective, the SCS is conceptualized as having six specific subscales (factors) and one general factor. Other researchers have argued from the perspective of the social mentalities theory (Gilbert, 2005) that the six SCS subcomponents could be mapped onto two latent factors, a safeness system, which is closely related to self-compassion, and a threat-defence system related to self-coldness (Brenner, Heath, Vogel, & Credé, 2017; Gilbert, 2005).
Although Neff et al. (2019) used 20 samples to argue that there is strong evidence for the six specific factors and one general factor structure, they also suggested that the construct of the SCS should be carefully checked in specific cultures (e.g., China and Japan)3 and populations. Adolescents are one specific population for which self-compassion is less well understood (Tóth-Király & Neff, 2020), but increasingly of interest given its great potential in preventing mental health problems (Bluth, Gaylord, Campo, Mullarkey, & Hobbs, 2016). At the time of study planning, there was only one adolescent version of the SCS available (Stolow, Zuroff, Young, Karlin, & Abela, 2016). In this version, the wording was tailored for younger sample by Amy Saltzman (Stolow et al., 2016), and Stolow et al. (2016) checked the psychometric properties of this adolescent version, including factor structure and reliability.
In addition to the original long-form, a 12-item short form of the SCS (SCS-SF, Raes et al., 2011) was developed that retained the six subscales and includes two items per dimension. It replicated the six-factor higher-order model followed Neff (2003) 's theory (Raes et al., 2011). Raes et al. (2011) suggested that scoring SCS-SF as a total score is a reliable alternative to the long-form. To date, there is limited research using the SCS-SF in adolescent samples. Because our samples were teenagers in early adolescence, we used item wordings for our English version from the above-mentioned adolescent version of the SCS (Stolow et al., 2016) for the respective SCS-SF items. 
For the Chinese version, we identified many different Chinese versions/translations currently used in ongoing research. Within our research networks, we contacted research teams that had published three papers on adolescent self-compassion in comparable samples (mean age around 13 years old) (Jiang et al., 2016; Jiang, You, Ren, et al., 2017; Jiang, You, Zheng, & Lin, 2017). Unfortunately, none of these studies was directly related to psychometric properties. However, there is a separate study about the psychometric properties of the Chinese version of self-compassion scale (BLINDED). They performed a back translation, including bilingual interpreters and mental health researchers and edited several words of the original version. Since the (BLINDED)’s study focused on the psychometric properties of the full Chinese version of SCS with a slightly older sample (young adults with mean age is around 19 years old), we separately conducted the factor analysis of the short form applied in this study.
 In line with previously investigated conceptualizations and established factor structures, we tested several different models. Firstly, we examined the six-factor intercorrelated model. Contrary to our expectation, this model solution had an identification issue in both samples (Table S5). Next, its higher-order model (one higher-order model with six lower-order factors) was investigated. However, the model fits in both samples were not acceptable. Following Neff’s (2016) recommendation of using the bifactor model over the higher-order model because self-compassion is theoretically defined as a system where six dimensions cooperated as a system (Neff, 2016), we examined a bifactor model with six specific factors. This model fit was not acceptable in both samples. 
The proposed six-factor structure of self-compassion was surprisingly not replicated in the current study, which may indicate that self-compassion has not yet developed well or fully crystallized in young adolescents, in particular the positive dimensions (e.g., self-kindness, common humanity and mindfulness) (Muris, Meesters, Pierik, & de Kock, 2016). Inspired by social mentalities theory (Gilbert, 2005) described above, we examined a series of two-factor models. 
Firstly, the two-factor intercorrelated model was checked. The model fit in both samples was poor, and consequently, the model fits of its higher-order model were not acceptable in either sample (Table S5). However, its bifactor model has an acceptable model fit in both samples (Table S5). All factor loadings of the general factor in both samples were significant. The factor loadings ranged from .26 to .68 in the UK sample and ranged from .15 to .67 in the Chinese sample. As for the specific factors, only the factor loading of item 12 was not significant in the UK sample (see Table S6). In the Chinese sample, all factor loadings of the specific factors were significantly positive, except items 11 and 12. The absolute value ranged from .26 to .68 in the UK sample and from .21 to .62 in the Chinese sample (Table S6). Despite odd factor loadings for items 11 and 12, the model fit was acceptable; hence we used the bifactor model with general factor as the measurement construct. However, when we ran the correlation of all the measurements, we noticed that in the UK sample correlation value between self-compassion and the depressive mood was -.98. This extremely high correlation between self-compassion and depressive mood indicated that the bifactor model with two specific models of self-compassion could not be discriminated from depressive mood. The high correlation value indicated that the bifactor model with two specific factors might be misspecified. 
Because there is limited research on SCS-SF psychometric properties, we decided to run bifactor exploratory factor analyses (EFA) to explore the measurement construct in the current study in the UK sample (Table S7, S8). The bifactor EFA was conducted with the orthogonal bi-cf-quartimax rotation applied (Muthén, 2018). We set the number of specific factors from two to six. The results of EFA indicated that compared with the bifactor model with two specific factors, the model fit of the model with three specific models was significantly better. However, compared with the model with four, five or six specific factors, the model fit of the three specific model solution was not significantly different suggesting a bifactor structure with three specific factors (Table S7). All items had significant factor loadings on the general factor (range from .35 to .74, table 8). Item 1, 7, 8 were loaded on the specific factor one. Item 2 to item 10 were loaded on the specific factor two. Item 3, 7, 11 and 12 were loaded on the specific factor three (Table S8). To confirm these EFA results, CFA was conducted in the Chinese sample. The model fit was acceptable, χ2=113.368, df = 38, p < .001, CFI =.967, TLI =.942, RMSEA =.059, SRMR =.029. The factor loadings of the general factor were significant (ranged from .20 to .71), but the specific factors were not fully replicated in the Chinese sample, for example, the specific factor one and three were not replicated in the Chinese sample (Table S9). Given that we focused on the general factor of self-compassion in our SEM, and we did not intend to interpret the specific factors, we accepted the bifactor model with three specific factors as the measurement construct in our study. We have added a critical discussion of the SCS construct in our main manuscript.
Depressive symptoms
[bookmark: OLE_LINK15]    The short mood and feelings questionnaire (SMFQ, Angold et al., 1995) was used in the study to assess the level of depressive symptoms. It is widely used in the assessment of depressive symptoms in children and adolescents across cultures (Stevanovic et al., 2017). The SMFQ has always been considered as a one-factor model (13 items loaded on one factor), and this model was previously supported by CFA (Messer et al., 1995). Also, there is the evidence for the one-factor model was replicated in the Chinese sample (Cheng, Cao, & Su, 2009).  
[bookmark: OLE_LINK8][bookmark: OLE_LINK9]In the current study, the CFA results support the one-factor structure. The model fits were acceptable in both samples, χ2=207.578, df = 65, p < .001, CFI =.984, TLI =.981, RMSEA =.072, SRMR =.042 in the UK sample, and χ2=269.819, df = 65, p < .001, CFI =.962, TLI =.954, RMSEA =.074, SRMR =.053 in the Chinese sample. All factor loadings were significant. In the UK sample (Table S10), the factor loadings ranged from .65 to .93, and in the Chinese sample, the factor loadings ranged from .56 to .83. 
Note.
1. For ethics requirement as we would not be able to act on disclosure of corporal punishment
2. Because there were three factors, the intercorrelated model and its higher-order model is equivalent from the perspective of the model fit. Also, the intercorrelated model is nested in the bifactor model. Thus, using the bifactor model and intercorrelated model were used to do the chi-square difference test. 
3. In Neff et al. (2019) 's study, the construct of SCS was not replicated in the Chinese and Japanese sample. 
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[bookmark: _Hlk68464383]Table S1 Model fit parameters of the latent variable parenting behaviour in both samples
	Model
	UK sample
	Chinese sample

	
	χ2
	df
	CFI
	TLI
	[bookmark: OLE_LINK5]RMSEA[90% C.I.]
	SRMR
	χ2
	df
	CFI
	TLI
	RMSEA[90% C.I.]
	SRMR

	4-factor intercorrelated model
	116.714***
	48
	 .986
	 .980
	 .058[.045, .072]
	.040
	117.117***
	48
	.985
	.980
	.050[.039, .062]
	.038

	3-factor intercorrelated model
	 20.272
	24
	1.000
	1.001
	<.001[.000, .032]
	.016
	59.190***
	24
	.992
	.998
	.051[.035, .067]
	.031

	3-factor higher-order model
	 20.272***
	24
	1.000
	1.001
	[bookmark: OLE_LINK3][bookmark: OLE_LINK4]<.001[.000, .032]
	.016
	59.190***a
	24
	.992
	.998
	.051[.035, .067]
	.031

	Bifactor model with 3 specific factors 
	 15.584
	18
	1.000
	1.001
	<.001[.000, .037]
	.014
	42.630***
	18
	.995
	.989
	.049[.030, .068]
	.026


Note. CFI = comparative fit index; TLI = Tucker Lewis Index; RMSEA= root mean square error of approximation; CI = confidence interval; SRMR = root mean square residual and standardized root mean square residual.  * <.05; **<.01; ***, <.001.  a. Heywood case in the model, model identification issues. 
4-factor intercorrelated model indicated that there are four factors named praise, involvement, poor supervision and inconsistent discipline and correlated with each other.  
3-factor intercorrelated model indicated that there are three factors named praise, involvement, and poor supervision and correlated with each other. 
3-factor higher-order model indicated that there are three lower-order factors named praise, involvement, and poor supervision and these three factors loaded on one higher-order model named positive parenting. 
Bifactor model with 3 specific factors indicated that there are three specific factors named praise, involvement, and poor supervision, and there is one general factor named positive parenting indicated by 9 items.






[bookmark: _Hlk68464444]Table S2 Factor loadings of parenting behaviour in both samples for all models
	Items or factors
	4-factor intercorrelated model
	3-facor intercorrelated model
	3-factor higher-order model
	Bifactor model

	
	UK
	China
	UK
	China
	UK
	China
	UK
	China

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	SF
	GF
	SF
	GF

	PR
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	..Item 1
	.875***
	.709***
	.875***
	.706***
	.875***
	.706***
	-.057
	.900***
	.457***
	.531***

	..Item 9
	.947***
	.960***
	.947***
	.969***
	.947***
	.968***
	..112
	.925***
	.777***
	.607***

	..Item 10
	.829***
	.872***
	.829***
	.865***
	.829***
	.865***
	..358
	.816***
	.656***
	.548***

	PS
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	..Item 3
	.520***
	.782***
	.551***
	.799***
	.551***
	.799***
	.470***
	.261***
	.516***
	.471***

	..Item 7
	.737***
	.589***
	.707***
	.585***
	.707***
	.585***
	.625***
	.324***
	.603***
	.280***

	..Item 11
	.773***
	.567***
	.779***
	.554***
	.779***
	.554***
	.710***
	.354***
	.540***
	.270***

	IN
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	..Item 4
	.802***
	.576***
	.802***
	.577***
	.985***
	.577***
	.495**
	.698***
	-.691
	.658***

	..Item 6
	.697***
	.414***
	.697***
	.418***
	.462***
	.418***
	..224
	.621***
	..134
	.475***

	..Item 11
	.639***
	.389***
	.639***
	.383***
	.883***
	.383***
	.315**
	.553***
	..070
	.420***

	ID
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	..Item 2
	.514***
	.506***
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	..Item 5
	.557***
	.239***
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	..Item 12
	.666***
	.753***
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Factors
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	..PR&PS
	.454***
	.349***
	.454***
	.349***
	
	
	
	
	
	

	..PR&IN
	.870***
	.613***
	.870***
	.746***
	
	
	
	
	
	

	..PR&ID
	...019
	  .-.345***
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	..PS&IN
	.407***
	.613***
	.408***
	.612***
	
	
	
	
	
	

	..PS&ID
	.446***
	   .180*
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	..IN&ID
	-.032
	.-.261***
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	..PR 
	
	
	
	
	.985***
	.652***
	
	
	
	

	..PS
	
	
	
	
	.462***
	.535***
	
	
	
	

	..IN
	
	
	
	
	.883***
	1.143***
	
	
	
	

	 ID
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	


Note. PR = Praise; PS= Poor Supervision; IN = Involvement; ID = Inconsistent discipline * <.05; **<.01; ***, <.001. 
SF = Specific factors; GF=general factor.
4-factor intercorrelated model indicated that there are four factors named praise, involvement, poor supervision and inconsistent discipline and correlated with each other.  
3-factor intercorrelated model indicated that there are three factors named praise, involvement, and poor supervision and correlated with each other. 
3-factor higher-order model indicated that there are three lower-order factors named praise, involvement, and poor supervision and these three factors loaded on one higher-order factor named positive parenting. 
Bifactor model with 3 specific factors indicated that there are three specific factors named praise, involvement, and poor supervision, and there is one general factor named positive parenting indicated by 9 items.













[bookmark: _Hlk68464489][bookmark: _Hlk66459241]Table S3 Model fit parameters of friendship in both samples
	Model
	UK sample
	Chinese sample

	
	χ2
	df
	CFI
	TLI
	RMSEA[90% C.I.]
	SRMR
	χ2
	df
	CFI
	TLI
	RMSEA[90% C.I.]
	SRMR

	Friendship
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	4-factor intercorrelated model
	120.728***
	48
	.995
	.993
	.060[.047, .074]
	.031
	122.730***
	48
	.985
	.980
	.052[.041, .064]
	.031

	4-factor higher-order model
	126.628***
	50
	.995
	.993
	.061[.048, .074]
	.037
	129.008***
	50
	.985
	.980
	.053[.042, .064]
	.035

	3-factor intercorrelated model
	106.323***
	24
	.994
	.991
	.091[.073, .109]
	.022
	 97.129***
	24
	.981
	.972
	.073[.058, .089]
	.028

	3-factor higher-order model
	106.323***
	24
	.994
	.991
	.091[.073, .109]
	.022
	 97.129***
	24
	.981
	.972
	.073[.058, .089]
	[bookmark: OLE_LINK6].028

	[bookmark: _Hlk66459907]Bifactor model with 3 specific factors
	 48.499***
	18
	.998
	.996
	.062[.040, .084]
	.014
	 89.028***
	18
	.982
	.963
	.083[.066, .101]
	.026

	Conflict
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	One factor with 3 indicators
	<.001***
	0
	1.000
	1.000
	.<.001[.000, .000]
	.001
	 .<.001***
	0
	1.000
	1.000
	.<.000[.000, .000]
	<.001


Note. CFI = comparative fit index; TLI = Tucker Lewis Index; RMSEA= root mean square error of approximation; CI = confidence interval; SRMR = root mean square residual and standardized root mean square residual. * <.05; **<.01; ***, <.001. 
4-factor intercorrelated model indicated that there are four factors named conflict, intimate disclosure, seeks safe haven and provides secure base and correlated with each other.  
4-factor higher-order model indicated that there are four lower-order factors named conflict, intimate disclosure, seeks safe haven and provides secure base and these four factors loaded on one higher-order factor named friendship. 
3-factor intercorrelated model indicated that there are three factors named intimate disclosure, seeks safe haven and provides secure base and correlated with each other. 
3-factor higher-order model indicated that there are three lower-order factors named intimate disclosure, seeks safe haven and provides secure base and these three factors loaded on one higher-order factor named positive quality of friendship. 
Bifactor model with 3 specific factors indicated that there are three specific factors named intimate disclosure, seeks safe haven and provides secure base, and there is one general factor named positive quality of friendship indicated by 9 items.





[bookmark: _Hlk68464514]Table S4 Factor loadings of friendship in both samples
	Item or factors
	Model 1
	Model 2
	Model 3
	Model 4
	Model 5
	Model 6

	
	UK
	China
	UK
	China
	UK
	China
	UK
	China
	UK
	China
	UK
	China

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	SF
	GF
	SF
	GF
	
	

	IM
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	...Item 2
	.839***
	.670***
	.838***
	.669***
	.839***
	.672***
	.839***
	.672***
	.541***
	.719***
	.520***
	.449***
	
	

	...Item 4
	.866***
	.821***
	.866***
	.821***
	.866***
	.818***
	.866***
	.819***
	.273***
	.789***
	.537***
	.583***
	
	

	...Item 6
	.916***
	.859***
	.917***
	.859***
	.917***
	.860***
	.917***
	.860***
	.416***
	.810***
	.649***
	.592***
	
	

	SS
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	...Item 7
	.590***
	.794***
	.890***
	.794***
	.890***
	.793***
	.890***
	.793***
	.108
	.882***
	.002
	.801***
	
	

	...Item 9
	.944***
	.829***
	.944***
	.830***
	.944***
	.828***
	.944***
	.828***
	.035
	.944***
	.259
	.795***
	
	

	...Item 11
	.948***
	.720***
	.948***
	.720***
	.948***
	.723***
	.948***
	.723***
	.177
	.941***
	.364
	.684***
	
	

	SB
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	...Item 8
	.734***
	.747***
	.736***
	.749***
	.736***
	.753***
	.736***
	.753***
	.380***
	.573***
	.389***
	.608***
	
	

	...Item 10
	.896***
	.738***
	.896***
	.734***
	.896***
	.726***
	.896***
	.726***
	.523***
	.656***
	.468***
	.573***
	
	

	...Item 12
	.872***
	.683***
	.872***
	.686***
	.872***
	.690***
	.872***
	.690***
	.772***
	.609***
	.465***
	.541***
	
	

	CF
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	...Item 1
	.927***
	.916***
	.931***
	.928***
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	.930***
	.931***

	...Item 3
	.829***
	.850***
	.828***
	.838***
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	.829***
	.836***

	...Item 5
	.961***
	.566***
	.958***
	.565***
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	.958***
	.561***

	Factor
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	...SS & IM
	.882***
	.677***
	
	
	.882***
	.677***
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	...SB & IM
	.649***
	.548***
	
	
	.649***
	.549***
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	...SB & SS
	.728***
	.776***
	
	
	.728***
	.776***
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	...CF & IM
	.-.052
	.086
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	...CF & SS
	.029
	.152**
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	...CF & SB
	.092
	.246***
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Higher order factor by
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	...IM
	
	
	.886***
	.689***
	
	
	.887***
	.691***
	
	
	
	
	
	

	...SS
	
	
	.996***
	.968***
	
	
	.995***
	.979***
	
	
	
	
	
	

	...SB
	
	
	.732***
	.808***
	
	
	.731***
	.793***
	
	
	
	
	
	

	...CF
	
	
	.022
	.187***
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	


[bookmark: _Hlk41291841]Note. IM = Intimate disclosure; SS = seeks safe haven; SB= provides secure base ; CF = Conflict; SF = Specific factors; GF=general factor. * <.05; **<.01; ***, <.001.
Model 1: 4-factor intercorrelated model indicated that there are four factors named conflict, intimate disclosure, seeks safe haven and provides secure base and correlated with each other.  
Model 2: 4-factor higher-order model indicated that there are four lower-order factors named conflict, intimate disclosure, seeks safe haven and provides secure base and these four factors loaded on one higher-order factor named friendship. 
Model 3: 3-factor intercorrelated model indicated that there are three factors named intimate disclosure, seeks safe haven and provides secure base and correlated with each other. 
Model 4: 3-factor higher-order model indicated that there are three lower-order factors named intimate disclosure, seeks safe haven and provides secure base and these three factors loaded on one higher-order factor named positive quality of friendship. 
Model 5: Bifactor model with 3 specific factors indicated that there are three specific factors named intimate disclosure, seeks safe haven and provides secure base, and there is one general factor named positive quality of friendship indicated by 9 items.
Model 6: Conflict one factor model with 3 indicators.










[bookmark: _Hlk68464529]Table S5 Model fit parameters of self-compassion CFA results
	Model
	UK sample
	China sample

	
	χ2
	df
	CFI
	TLI
	RMSEA90% C.I.
	SRMR
	χ2
	df
	CFI
	TLI
	RMSEA90% C.I.
	SRMR

	Model 1
	151.586***a
	45
	.966
	.950
	.075 [.062, .088]
	.043
	 90.353***b
	45
	.980
	.971
	.042 [.029, .055]
	.030

	Model 2
	614.860***
	48
	.819
	.751
	.167 [.156, .179]
	.083
	386.212***
	48
	.850
	.794
	.111 [.101, .122]
	.060

	Model 3
	209.954***
	53
	.950
	.937
	.084 [.072, .096]
	.043
	179.968***
	53
	.944
	.930
	.065 [.055, .075]
	.040

	Model 4
	301.131***
	54
	.921
	.903
	.104 [.093, .116]
	.057
	358.705***
	54
	.865
	.835
	.099 [.090, .109]
	.060

	Model 5
	614.860***
	48
	.819
	.751
	.167 [.156, .179]
	.083
	386.213***
	48
	.850
	.749
	.111 [.101, .122]
	.060

	Model 6
	 90.027***
	42
	.985
	.976
	.052 [.037, .067]
	.025
	105.057***
	42
	.972
	.956
	.051 [.039, .064]
	.029

	Model 7 (EFA results)
	 53.415*
	38
	.995
	.991
	.031 [.001, .049]
	.018
	113.368***
	38
	.967
	.942
	.059 [.047, .072]
	.029


[bookmark: _Hlk68461612]Note. CFI = comparative fit index; TLI = Tucker Lewis Index; RMSEA= root mean square error of approximation; CI = confidence interval; SRMR = root mean square residual and standardized root mean square residual.* <.05; ***, <.001; a. b. Heywood case in the model, model identification issues.
Model 1: 6-factor intercorrelated model indicated that there are six factors named self-kindness, self-judgment, common humanity, isolation, mindfulness and overidentification and correlated with each other.  
Model 2: 6-factor higher-order model indicated that there are six lower-order factors named self-kindness, self-judgment, common humanity, isolation, mindfulness and overidentification, and these six factors loaded on one higher-order factor named self-compassion. 
Model 3: 2-factor intercorrelated model indicated that there are two factors named positive components of self-compassion and negative components of self-compassion and correlated with each other. 
Model 4: 2-factor higher-order model indicated that there are two factors named positive components of self-compassion and negative components of self-compassion, and these two factors loaded on one higher-order factor named self-compassion. 
Model 5: Bifactor model with 6 specific factors indicated that there are six specific factors named self-kindness, self-judgment, common humanity, isolation, mindfulness and overidentification, and there is one general factor named positive quality of friendship indicated by 12 items.
Model 6: Bifactor model with 2 specific factors indicated that there are six specific factors named positive components of self-compassion and negative components of self-compassion, and there is one general factor named positive quality of friendship indicated by 12 items.
Model 7: Bifactor model with 3 specific factors (EFA results) indicated that there are six specific factors named specific factor 1, specific factor 2, and specific factor 3, and there is one general factor named positive quality of friendship indicated by 12 items.



[bookmark: _Hlk68464544]Table S6 Factor loadings of self-compassion in both samples
	Item or factors
	Model 1
	Model 2
	Model 3
	Model 4
	Model 5
	Model 6

	
	UK
	China
	UK
	China
	UK
	China
	UK
	China
	UK
	China
	UK
	China

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	SF
	GF
	SF
	GF
	SF
	GF
	SF
	GF

	Item
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Item 2
	.644***
	.555***
	.504***
	.530***
	.529***
	.567***
	.766***
	.810***
	.420***
	.408***
	.199*
	.496***
	.525***
	.258***
	.361***
	.384***

	Item 6
	.644***
	.555***
	.824***
	.580***
	.780***
	.657***
	.754***
	.630***
	.343***
	.666***
	.192*
	.543***
	.489***
	.557***
	.615***
	.326***

	Item 11
	.859***
	.682***
	.585***
	.688***
	.842***
	.557***
	.888***
	.793***
	.435***
	.741***
	.495***
	.472***
	.264**
	.795***
	-.214*
	.613***

	Item 12
	.859***
	.682***
	.860***
	.676***
	.844***
	.551***
	.828***
	.544***
	.434***
	.742***
	.498***
	.464***
	.155
	.871***
	-.314*
	.643***

	Item 5
	.631***
	.544***
	.604***
	.650***
	.579***
	.485***
	.574***
	.468***
	.420***
	.455***
	.426***
	.390***
	.567***
	.288***
	.410***
	.264***

	Item 10
	.631***
	.544***
	.659***
	.455***
	.608***
	.369***
	.596***
	.361***
	.410***
	.497***
	.445***
	.273***
	.473***
	.379***
	.377***
	.154***

	Item 4
	.629***
	.670***
	.542***
	.636***
	.517***
	.640***
	.516***
	.616***
	.343***
	.466***
	.234**
	.599***
	.373***
	.392***
	.227**
	.608***

	Item 8
	.629***
	.670***
	.731***
	.706***
	.681***
	.714***
	.681***
	.691***
	.301***
	.629***
	.219**
	.664***
	.682***
	.436***
	.319***
	.665***

	Item 3
	.736***
	.629***
	.717***
	.595***
	.688***
	.587***
	.672***
	.561***
	.492***
	.538***
	.384***
	.476***
	.556***
	.411***
	.452***
	.345***

	Item 7
	.736***
	.629***
	.755***
	.666***
	.698***
	.660***
	.679***
	.630***
	.481***
	.566***
	.370**
	.533***
	.518***
	.449***
	.577***
	.347***

	Item 1
	.697***
	.665***
	.730***
	.668***
	.711***
	.631***
	.710***
	.607***
	.257***
	.675***
	.349***
	.568***
	.475***
	.551***
	.361***
	.576***

	Item 9
	.697***
	.665***
	.666***
	.662***
	.660***
	.636***
	.659***
	.620***
	.274***
	.616***
	.351***
	.562***
	.495***
	.494***
	.296***
	.587***

	Factor
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	SK
	
	
	.809***
	.936***
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	SJ
	
	
	.863***
	.686***
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	CH
	
	
	.753***
	.600***
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	IS
	
	
	.860***
	.941***
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	MI
	
	
	.750***
	.801***
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	OI
	
	
	.925***
	.850***
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	PC
	
	
	
	
	
	
	.545***
	.689***
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	NC
	
	
	
	
	
	
	.856***
	.642***
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	


Note. SK=Self-kindness, SJ=Self-judgment, CH=Common humanity, IS=Isolation, MI=Mindfulness and OI= overidentification; PC= positive components of self-compassion, and NC = Negative components of self-compassion. * <.05; **<.01; ***, <.001. SF = Specific factors; GF=general factor.
Model 1: 6-factor intercorrelated model indicated that there are six factors named self-kindness, self-judgment, common humanity, isolation, mindfulness and overidentification and correlated with each other.  
Model 2: 6-factor higher-order model indicated that there are six lower-order factors named self-kindness, self-judgment, common humanity, isolation, mindfulness and overidentification, and these six factors loaded on one higher-order factor named self-compassion. 
Model 3: 2-factor intercorrelated model indicated that there are two factors named positive components of self-compassion and negative components of self-compassion and correlated with each other. 
Model 4: 2-factor higher-order model indicated that there are two factors named positive components of self-compassion and negative components of self-compassion, and these two factors loaded on one higher-order factor named self-compassion. 
Model 5: Bifactor model with 6 specific factors indicated that there are six specific factors named self-kindness, self-judgment, common humanity, isolation, mindfulness and overidentification, and there is one general factor named positive quality of friendship indicated by 12 items.
Model 6: Bifactor model with 2 specific factors indicated that there are six specific factors named positive components of self-compassion and negative components of self-compassion, and there is one general factor named positive quality of friendship indicated by 12 items.













[bookmark: _Hlk68464567][bookmark: _Hlk41292427]Table S7 Model comparison of self-compassion EFA results
	Model
	χ2
	df
	p
	Compared model
	χ2
	df
	p

	2 specific factors
	66.667
	33
	.001
	
	
	
	

	3 specific factors
	27.095
	24
	.300
	2 specific factors
	36.498
	9
	<.001

	4 specific factors
	13.811
	16
	.613
	3 specific factors
	12.919
	8
	 .115

	5 specific factors
	10.427
	9
	.317
	4 specific factors
	  .4.311
	7
	 .743

	6 specific factors
	  .813
	3
	.846
	5 specific factors
	  .9.932
	6
	 .128




[bookmark: _Hlk68464587]Table S8 Factor loadings of self-compassion bifactor model with three specific factors (EFA)
	Item
	General factor
	Specific factor 1
	Specific factor 2
	Specific factor 3

	Item 1
	.644*
	..444*
	...-.096
	.083

	Item 2
	.346*
	.039
	..520*
	..-.004

	Item 3
	.572*
	-.116
	..357*
	-.224*

	Item 4
	.516*
	-.007
	-.269*
	.039

	Item 5
	.388*
	-.017
	..535*
	.014

	Item 6
	.609*
	...-.099
	..394*
	.090

	Item 7
	.622*
	-.325*
	..271*
	-.185*

	Item 8
	.624*
	..350*
	-.277*
	.044

	Item 9
	.657*
	.070
	-.349*
	.043

	Item 10
	.463*
	.110
	..367*
	.023

	Item 11
	.735*
	.084
	-.073*
	.404*

	Item 12
	.736*
	.068
	.009
	.471*


Note. * <.05; **<.01; ***, <.001


[bookmark: _Hlk68464644]Table S9 Factor loading of bifactor model of self-compassion with 3 specific factors (CFA)
	UK
	China

	Specifc factor
	General factor
	Specific factor
	General factor

	S1
	
	
	
	S1
	
	
	

	Item 1
	..515***
	Item 1
	.660***
	Item 1
	..294
	Item 1
	.600***

	Item 7
	-.300***
	Item 2
	.295***
	Item 7
	-.046
	Item 2
	.407***

	Item 8
	..313***
	Item 3
	.482***
	Item 8
	..261
	Item 3
	.370***

	S2
	
	Item 4
	.529***
	S2
	
	Item 4
	.651***

	Item 2
	.528***
	Item 5
	.331***
	Item 2
	......345***
	Item 5
	.299***

	Item 3
	.440***
	Item 6
	.565***
	Item 3
	......429***
	Item 6
	.379***

	Item 4
	-.193***
	Item 7
	.577***
	Item 4
	-.028
	Item 7
	.387***

	Item 5
	..569***
	Item 8
	.652***
	Item 5
	......358***
	Item 8
	.705***

	Item 6
	..470***
	Item 9
	.686***
	Item 6
	......577***
	Item 9
	.680***

	Item 7
	.363***
	Item 10
	.409***
	Item 7
	......552***
	Item 10
	.201***

	Item 8
	-.243***
	Item 11
	.798***
	Item 8
	-.082
	Item 11
	.483***

	Item 9
	-.282***
	Item 12
	.796***
	Item 9
	..-.176**
	Item 12
	.475***

	Item 10
	..443***
	
	
	Item 10
	..343
	
	

	S3
	
	
	
	S3
	
	
	

	Item 3
	..247***
	
	
	Item 3
	.060
	
	

	Item 7
	..387***
	
	
	Item 7
	.069
	
	

	Item 11
	-.359***
	
	
	Item 11
	.427
	
	

	Item 12
	-.276***
	
	
	Item 12
	.552
	
	


Note. * <.05; **<.01; ***, <.001; S1= Specific factor 1; S2 = Specific factor 2; S3= Specific factor 3.

[bookmark: _Hlk68464664]Table S10 Factor loading of depressive symptoms
	Countries
	Item 1
	Item 2
	Item 3
	Item 4
	Item 5
	Item 6
	Item 7
	Item 8
	Item 9
	Item 10
	Item 11
	Item 12
	Item 13

	UK
	.832***
	.784***
	.652***
	.648***
	.930***
	.690***
	.724***
	.904***
	.679***
	.864***
	.859***
	.832***
	.896***

	China
	.709***
	.691***
	.728***
	.734***
	.828***
	.555***
	.573***
	.824***
	.738***
	.689***
	.770***
	.800***
	.803***


Note. ***, <.001
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