Supplementary Information (SI 1):
 PERMA Profiler: Social Media
In this section we will be exploring the different dimensions of wellbeing and how you perceive and experience these dimensions when you are using social media. For each statement answers are given from 0: very low to 10: very high

	Block 1
	Thinking of Social Media, your use of them and their presence in society, how often do you feel

	A1
	You are making progress towards accomplishing your goals

	E1
	You become absorbed in what you are doing

	P1
	You feel joyful

	N1
	You feel anxious

	A2
	You achieve the important goals you have set for yourself

	Block 3
	Thinking of Social Media, your use of them and their presence in society, how often do you feel

	M1
	You lead a purposeful and meaningful presence

	R1
	You receive help and support from others when you need it

	M2
	That what you do is valuable and worthwhile

	E2
	Excited and interested in things

	Lon
	Lonely

	Block 5
	Thinking of Social Media, your use of them and their presence in society, how often do you feel

	P2
	positive

	N2
	angry

	A3
	able to handle your responsibilities

	N3
	sad

	E3
	engaging in something you enjoy and losing track of time

	Block 7
	Thinking of Social Media, your use of them and their presence in society, how often do you feel

	R2
	loved

	M3
	you have a sense of direction

	R3
	satisfied with your personal relationships

	P3
	contented

	Block 8
	

	hap
	Taking all things together, how happy would you say you are?



Supplementary Information (SI 2):
Measurement of variance:
The configural model for SM-WB measurement invariance showed excellent comparative fit indices (CFI = .999; TLI = .998) and a low SRMR of .032, indicating a consistent representation of the latent factor across samples. The RMSEA was estimated at .069 (90% CI [.041, .096]), which is within proposed threshold. The changes in fit for the metric invariance model resulted in negligeable changes: ΔCFI = .0000, ΔRMSEA =-.003, and ΔSRMR = +.003 compared with the configural model. These negligible changes in approximate fit indices indicate that the pattern and magnitude of indicator loadings on the SM-WB were comparable across the UK and Arab samples supporting metric invariance. 
The scalar invariance model, with additional equality constraints on item response threshold parameters, showed modest reductions in fit relative to the metric model. CFI decreased by .001 RMSEA decreased by .005, and SRMR increased slightly by +.003. This pattern suggests limited sensitivity to scalar constraints, with approximate fit indices remaining within acceptable ranges. These changes were small in magnitude and do not indicate substantial deterioration in overall model fit, suggesting that additional item-level constraints beyond loadings and thresholds did not compromise measurement equivalence across samples.
Finally, the most restrictive model showed a further small reduction in while RMSEA remains unchanged (ΔRMSEA=0.000) and a small increase in SRMR (ΔSRMR = +.003). This indicates that once loadings and item-level parameters were constrained, residual variances were similar across samples. These results indicate adequate measurement equivalence of SM-WB across groups.
The configural model for PSMU measurement invariance showed very high comparative fit (CFI = .981, TLI = .975, SRMR = .081). RMSEA was .106, which is higher than commonly suggested cut-offs but not necessarily indicative of misfit in models with modest degrees of freedom (Kenny et al., 2015). Constraining factor loadings to equality (metric model) produced only small changes in fit (ΔCFI = -.006; ΔRMSEA = +.007; ΔSRMR = +.009), indicating that the strength of the relationship between each SMD item and the latent PSMU construct is comparable across groups. This level of invariance supports cross-group comparisons of relationships involving PSMU. 
Imposing additional equality constraints on item response parameters (scalar model) led to a slight improvement in CFI and a reduction in RMSEA (ΔCFI = +.001; ΔRMSEA = -.021; ΔSRMR = -.008), suggesting that most thresholds were similar across groups and that the scalar constraints did not harm overall fit. Such improvements can occur when additional constraints stabilise parameter estimation across groups. The strict model, which additionally equated residual variances, showed minor fit changes (ΔCFI = -.008; ΔRMSEA = +.010; ΔSRMR = +.008) relative to the scalar model. Taken together, these results indicate that the PSMU shows a high degree of measurement equivalence in the UK and Arab samples.

	Table SI 1
 Pearson’s correlation result across Arab and Uk samples

	Variables 
	1 
	2 
	3 
	4 
	5 

	Arab Sample 

	1. SMD 
	— 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	2. SM-WB  
	.059 
	— 
	 
	 
	 

	3.Social connection 
	.043 
	.422*** 
	— 
	 
	 

	4.Mood enhancement 
	.223*** 
	.403*** 
	.333*** 
	— 
	 

	5.Productivity 
	.090 
	.296*** 
	.270*** 
	.345*** 
	— 

	6.Peer pressure 
	.204*** 
	.404*** 
	.362*** 
	.298*** 
	.196*** 

	UK Sample 

	1. SMD 
	— 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	2. SM-WB  
	.107 
	— 
	 
	 
	 

	3.Social connection 
	.218*** 
	.333*** 
	— 
	 
	 

	4.Mood enhancement 
	.426*** 
	.331*** 
	.371*** 
	— 
	 

	5.Productivity 
	.265*** 
	.397*** 
	.291*** 
	.459*** 
	— 

	6.Peer pressure 
	.360*** 
	.071 
	.140* 
	.251*** 
	.160** 


                * p < .05, **p < .01, *** p < .001
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	Table SI 2
Bootstrap Multiple regression results for SM-WB across GCC Arab and UK samples

	Variable
	GCC Arab Sample
	UK Sample

	
	B
	95% CI
	p
	B
	95% CI
	p

	Social connection 
	.387
	[.158, .595]
	.001
	0.341
	[.163, .531]
	.001

	Mood enhancement 
	.346
	[.15, .536]
	< .001
	0.174
	[.029, .336]
	.022

	Productivity reasons 
	.217
	[.029, .393]
	.023
	0.361
	[.204, .499]
	< .001

	Peer pressure 
	.255
	[.13, .367]
	< .001
	0.007
	[-.137, .142]
	.925

	Age 
	.014
	[-50.52, .03]
	.056
	0.000
	[-.014, .013]
	.965

	Gendera 
	-.046
	[-.348, .241]
	.758
	-0.178
	[-.541, .156]
	.286


Note. Bootstrapping based on 5,000 replicates. Coefficient estimates are based on the median of the bootstrap distribution. CI = confidence interval for B;
ᵃ Gender coded: 1 = male, 2 = female.


	Table SI 3
Bootstrap Multiple regression results for PSMU across GCC Arab and UK samples

	Variable
	GCC Arab Sample
	UK Sample

	
	B
	95% CI
	p
	B
	95% CI
	p

	Social connection 
	-.298
	[-1.171, .469]
	.438
	0.124
	[-.459, .735]
	.666

	Mood enhancement 
	1.429
	[.533, 2.337]
	.002
	1.344
	[.751, 1.969]
	< .001

	Productivity reasons 
	-.001
	[-.864, .764]
	.941
	0.307
	[-.196, .812]
	.235

	Peer pressure 
	.889
	[.304, 1.502]
	.002
	1.17
	[.626, 1.675]
	< .001

	Age 
	-.029
	[-.112, .06]
	.574
	-0.057
	[-.112, -.003]
	.038

	Gendera 
	.96
	[-.415, 2.401]
	.177
	0.426
	[-.986, 1.831]
	.528


Note. Bootstrapping based on 5,000 replicates. Coefficient estimates are based on the median of the bootstrap distribution. CI = confidence interval for B;
ᵃ Gender coded: 1 = male, 2 = female.


