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Abstract
How can one conclude that well-being is higher in country A than country B, when well-
being is being measured according to the way people in country A think about well-being? 
We address this issue by proposing a new culturally sensitive method to comparing soci-
etal levels of well-being. We support our reasoning with data on life satisfaction and inter-
dependent happiness focusing on individual and family, collected mostly from students, 
across forty-nine countries. We demonstrate that the relative idealization of the two types 
of well-being varies across cultural contexts and are associated with culturally different 
models of selfhood. Furthermore, we show that rankings of societal well-being based on 
life satisfaction tend to underestimate the contribution from interdependent happiness. We 
introduce a new culturally sensitive method for calculating societal well-being, and exam-
ine its construct validity by testing for associations with the experience of emotions and 
with individualism-collectivism. This new culturally sensitive approach represents a slight, 
yet important improvement in measuring well-being.

Keywords Culture · Happiness · Well-being · Interdependent happiness · Life satisfaction · 
Cultural sensitivity · Selfhoods · Self-construals

1 Introduction

How can well-being be measured and compared between countries where the concept of 
well-being is construed and valued differently? Cultural context is associated with sub-
stantial variability in the way well-being is construed and valued (Delle Fave et al., 2016; 
Kwan et al., 1997; Lu & Gilmour, 2006; Uchida & Ogihara, 2012; Uchida & Oishi, 2016; 
Wȩziak-Białowolska et  al., 2019). These findings highlight an important hurdle facing 
researchers who investigate “levels of happiness” across the countries of the world—how 
can one reasonably conclude that country A is happier than country B, when happiness is 
being measured according to the way people in country A think about happiness?

In this paper we address this issue by proposing a new method to measure individual 
and societal levels of well-being. We report on the development of a new method that 
provides the opportunity to measure levels of well-being according to the particular way 
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well-being is construed and valued within one’s indigenous culture. This new culturally 
sensitive method may improve the quality of research on individual and/or societal differ-
ences in well-being, because each score reflects one’s level of well-being according to how 
well-being is construed and valued within his or her particular cultural context. By devel-
oping this new method, we seek to increase the fidelity of research on well-being across 
diverse cultural contexts characterized by different beliefs about what is well-being and 
how to achieve it.

1.1  Measures of Well‑Being and Cultural Context

In this study we use the term, “well-being” to represent a higher order construct that 
includes both happiness and life-satisfaction (Diener et al., 2002). It is important to note 
that some theoretical frameworks do draw distinctions between different types of well-
being (e.g., eudaimonic and hedonic) and that links between culture and happiness are 
not necessarily the same as the association between culture and life-satisfaction (Huppert, 
2014). We used the higher order approach of well-being here because we were explicitly 
interested in capturing cultural variability in how well-being is construed and valued. By 
using a broad array of well-being measures that includes both happiness and life-satisfac-
tion, we were better positioned to characterize how each culture tends to construe and value 
particular types of well-being.

As with the bulk of psychological research, the majority of investigations of well-being 
worldwide has been carried out through a WEIRD lens—a lens of Western, Educated, 
Industrialized, Rich and Democratic societies (Henrich et  al., 2010). Not surprisingly 
therefore, many multi-country studies report a positive association between cultural levels 
of individualism and well-being (Cheng et al., 2016; Diener et al., 1995; Hofstede, 2001; 
Kuppens et al., 2008; Steel et al., 2018). One possible interpretation of this finding is that 
individualism socializes people to be happier (Krys et al., 2019a; Oyserman et al., 2002).

Although this may be the case, an alternative interpretation is that the link between indi-
vidualism and societal well-being may, in part, be due to how well-being is being meas-
ured. Many of the studies linking individualism with well-being use life satisfaction (LS) 
of an individual person as the primary means of measuring well-being (Cheng et al., 2016; 
Diener et al., 1995; Hofstede, 2001; Jasielska et al., 2018; Kuppens et al., 2008; Steel et al., 
2018). However, LS is a concept developed from a western and individualistic perspec-
tive. Personal LS seems to be particularly tuned to a WEIRD way of thinking (Uchida & 
Ogihara, 2012). Indeed, when alternative measures of well-being are used, the association 
between cultural-level individualism and well-being is attenuated (Krys et al., 2020).

One alternative way to measure well-being, and happiness in particular, is interdepend-
ent happiness (IH) (Hitokoto & Uchida, 2015). IH is the degree a person is interperson-
ally harmonized, ordinary, quiescent, and connected to the collective way of well-being. 
IH is theorized to reflect Confucian Asian cultural systems but is also highly valued across 
other collectivistic cultural contexts (Mathews & Izquierdo, 2008). LS and IH do tend to 
be correlated with one another (Krys et al., 2019b), suggesting that they may share a com-
mon core. However, IH and LS emphasize different aspects of well-being: IH is more rela-
tionship-oriented and LS is more achievement-oriented. Interestingly, when well-being is 
measured using IH the link between individualism and well-being is no longer significant 
(Krys et al., 2020).

Many measures of well-being explicitly specify the individual as the primary reference 
point. This approach may not accurately capture well-being as construed by many people 
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living outside of WEIRD cultural contexts (Krys et al., 2022a). As opposed to referencing 
the individual, many people throughout the world tend to reference their family as the key 
component and reference point when considering well-being and quality of life (Delle Fave 
et al., 2016). A recent study showed that when well-being is measured by using the family 
as the key reference group (as opposed to the individual), the association between individu-
alism and societal well-being is attenuated (Krys et al., 2020). The strength of the asso-
ciation between country-level individualism and well-being is reduced when the family is 
used as the reference point as opposed to the individual. These findings suggest that using 
a single measure to quantify well-being across diverse cultural contexts may not be ideal.

1.2  A New Approach

Extant worldwide research on well-being indicates that a “one size fits all” approach may 
not be suitable to make meaningful comparisons between countries that construe well-
being in different ways (Krys et al., 2020; Uchida & Ogihara, 2012). One reason why this 
may be the case, is that different cultures tend to idealize different forms of well-being. It 
may also be the case that LS does not accurately capture well-being within cultures where 
IH tends to be highly valued. Taking these issues into account, we propose to explicitly 
consider how well-being is construed and valued within one’s cultural context and evaluate 
individual levels of well-being according to this culture-specific conceptualization of well-
being. This approach provides an opportunity to quantify well-being in a more culturally 
sensitive way.

In this approach, each individual’s well-being score is tailored to their own culture’s 
indigenous way of construing and valuing well-being. First, we obtained norms represent-
ing culture-level type of well-being by measuring how much people tend to idealize four 
different types of well-being. Prior research shows that self-reported idealization of well-
being is one way to effectively capture cultural-level notions of well-being (Diener et al., 
2000). Based on existing, large-scale, cross-national research (Delle Fave et  al., 2016; 
Hitokoto & Uchida, 2015; Krys et  al., 2019b, 2020; Kwan et  al., 1997; Lu & Gilmour, 
2006; Uchida & Ogihara, 2012; Uchida & Oishi, 2016), we selected the following four 
types of well-being: (i) Life-satisfaction targeting the individual as the key reference point, 
(ii) Life-satisfaction targeting the family as the key reference point, (iii) Interdependent 
happiness targeting the individual as the key reference point, and (iiii) Interdependent hap-
piness targeting the family as the key reference point. Next, we asked participants to think 
about their own (individual and family-level) actual levels of well-being and measured self-
reported well-being using each of the above four measures. To calculate culturally sensitive 
levels of well-being, self-reported well-being scores were weighted according to how much 
one’s own culture tended to idealize each particular type of well-being. Thus, each partici-
pant’s well-being score represents his or her level of well-being in accordance with the type 
of well-being as idealized within that culture.

In this paper we describe this new, culturally sensitive approach to measuring well-
being across 49 diverse cultural contexts. Based on this measure, we rank ordered each 
country. We then compared the rank order of countries using the new culturally sensitive 
approach to the rank order using the standard “one size fits all” approach (Life-satisfaction 
targeting the individual as the key reference point). In order to provide empirical support 
for this approach, we also investigate how culturally objective is the standard “one size fits 
all” approach. We do this in two ways. First, we measure how much each culture tends to 
idealize LS over IH. Second, we investigate if well-being tends to be underestimated when 
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using LS as compared to IH. In addition, we investigated convergent and discriminant 
validity of the new culturally sensitive approach by testing for associations between cultur-
ally sensitive well-being and the experience of positive and negative emotions within each 
country (Krys et al., 2022b, c). Lastly, to examine how the new culturally sensitive measure 
fits within the scope of research on cross-cultural comparisons of well-being, we derived 
country-level data representing individualism vs. collectivism (Hofstede, 2001; Krys et al., 
2019a, 2019b, 2022a; Minkov et al., 2017; Schwartz, 2008), and cultural models of self-
hood that serve as a differentiated measure of individualism vs. collectivism embedded 
in our data collection (Vignoles et al., 2016). Lastly, we carried out a series of regression 
analyses using country level data as predictors; and the new culturally sensitive and the 
standard “one size fits all” measures of well-being as criterion variables.

2  Methods

2.1  Participants and Countries

We collected self-report data from a total of 12,888 participants across 49 different coun-
tries1 (see Krys et al., 2020, 2022a). Participants were recruited from each of the following 
countries or territories: Argentina (N = 175), Austria (N = 320), Australia (N = 340), Brazil 
(N = 606), Bhutan (N = 119), Canada (N = 240), Chile (N = 221), China (N = 199), Colom-
bia (N = 466), Croatia (N = 140), Czech Republic (N = 201), El Salvador (N = 240), Esto-
nia (N = 200), France (N = 216), Georgia (N = 234), Germany (N = 106), Ghana (N = 266), 
Greece (N = 427), Guatemala (N = 111), Hong Kong (N = 291), Hungary (N = 831), Ice-
land (N = 353), Indonesia (N = 198), Iran (N = 199), Ireland (N = 244), Italy (N = 288), 
Japan (N = 198), Korea (N = 208), Lithuania (N = 296), Luxembourg (N = 220), Malay-
sia (N = 190), Mexico (N = 175), the Netherlands (N = 194), Nigeria (N = 137), Norway 
(N = 250), Pakistan (N = 240), Poland (N = 472), Portugal (N = 260), Romania (N = 290), 
Russia (N = 270), Saudi Arabia (N = 178), Serbia (N = 210), Slovakia (N = 311), Switzer-
land (N = 344), Taiwan (N = 210), Turkey (N = 202), UK (N = 146), Ukraine (N = 210), 
and USA (N = 446). Overall, average sample size was N = 264 (Nmin = 106 for Germany; 
Nmax = 831 for Hungary), 59.6% of participants identified as female, 39.3% as male, 0.4% 
as other, and 0.7% left the question about gender blank; the mean age of participants was 
25.18  years (SD = 9.51); respondents were mostly students (85%); questionnaires were 
filled-in on-line or with a paper–pencil method (depending on what is popular and more 
convenient for participants in a given country); data collection was run in 2017–2019. 
Supplementary online material (SOM) provides detailed demographic characteristics for 
all participants within each analysed country or territory. The study was approved by the 
Committee of Ethics in Scientific Research of the Institute of Psychology of the Polish 
Academy of Sciences (approval #7/11/2017).

1 Additional data from a Bulgarian sample were excluded from the current analyses, as ideal happiness 
measures were not administered for that sample.
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Fig. 1  The difference in idealization of LS and IH around the world (can be explained by cultural models of 
selfhoods). Measures of well-being may need to become more culturally sensitive. In countries on the right, 
life satisfaction (LS) is idealized over interdependent happiness (IH); in countries on the left, IH is idealized 
over LS. The height of bars illustrates the difference between ideal level of LS and ideal level of IH. The 
difference in idealization of well-being types can be explained by cultural models of selfhoods, r(48) = 0.64, 
p < 0.001: Members of cultures fostering self-expressive selfhoods tend to idealize LS over IH, and mem-
bers of cultures fostering harmonious selfhoods tend to idealize IH over LS. +  < .10; * < 0.05; ** < 0.01; 
*** < 0.00

Fig. 2  Life satisfaction underestimates well-being as compared to interdependent happiness. Associa-
tion between actual LS and actual IH is illustrated by solid fit-line (IH = 0.66 * LS + 2.26). Dashed fit-line 
illustrates hypothetical state when both types of well-being are equal (IH = 1 * LS + 0). Distance from the 
dashed line informs how much LS under-estimates (countries above dashed-line) or over-estimates (for few 
countries below the dashed line) well-being as compared to IH
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2.2  Measures

Questionnaires were administered in the main official language in a given country with 
the following clarifications (teams in Luxembourg and Switzerland employed German 
questionnaire; teams in Canada, Ghana and Nigeria English) and one exception (in Bhutan 
participants responded in English, the primary language of instruction—despite this fact, 
our findings locate Bhutan among other cultures of Eastern Asia [e.g., see Figs. 1, 2, 3]). 
For each scale, teams were instructed to follow the back-translation procedures in prepara-
tions of questionnaires (unless an adaptation of a scale was already available in a given 
language).

2.2.1  Cultural Norms for Type of Well‑Being

Participants reported on how much they idealized each of four different types of well-being: (i) 
Life-satisfaction targeting the individual as the key reference point, (ii) Life-satisfaction target-
ing the family as the key reference point, (iii) Interdependent happiness targeting the individual 

Fig. 3  Country-level weights for each type of well-being. Weights represent how much each type of well-
being is valued (i.e., idealized) within each country. To do so, we calculated the proportion percentage (out 
of 100%), that each type of well-being tended to be valued in that country. Countries towards the top (i.e. 
top 3 rows) are those with higher SWLS Family weights (dark blue), while countries towards the bottom 
(i.e. bottom 3 rows) are those with higher IH Family weights (red)
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as the key reference point, and (iiii) Interdependent happiness targeting the family as the key 
reference point. Idealization was used based on prior research demonstrating the efficacy of 
this term when measuring cultural norms of happiness across 41 different societies (Diener 
et  al., 2000). As such, participants were instructed using the following statement, instead of 
answering how much you agree with the statements, we would like you to indicate how much 
you think the ideal or perfect person would agree with each statement. Participants rated items 
on a nine-point Likert-type scale with five labelled points: 1 (doesn’t describe him/her at all), 3 
(describes him/her a little), 5 (describes him/her moderately), 7 (describes him/her very well), 9 
(describes him/her exactly). Each item was paired with the following statement, Please indicate 
how much you think the ideal or perfect person would agree with this statement.

For life satisfaction (LS), we used the Satisfaction with Life Scale (SWLS) (Diener et al., 
1985). The SWLS has adequate reliability and validity across a broad range of different cul-
tural contexts (Pavot & Diener, 2008). For personal LS (ideal), participants responded to all 
five items of the SWLS (e.g., You are satisfied with your life). For family LS (ideal), partici-
pants responded to five items of the family version of the SWLS (e.g., Your family is satisfied 
with its life) (Krys et al., 2019b).

For interdependent happiness (IH), we used the Interdependent Happiness Scale (IHS) 
(Hitokoto & Uchida, 2015). The IHS has adequate reliability and validity across broad range 
of different cultural contexts (Datu et  al., 2016; Hitokoto & Takahashi, 2020; Hitokoto & 
Uchida, 2015). For personal IH (ideal), participants responded to all nine items of the IHS 
(e.g., You believe that you and those around you are happy). For family IH (ideal), participants 
responded to modified items of the IHS (e.g., You believe that your family and those around 
your family are happy). Each scale showed adequate reliability (all α’s > 0.79).

2.2.2  Actual Levels of Well‑Being

Participants were asked to think about their own, or family-level, actual levels of well-being. 
For actual levels of well-being, we used the SWLS for LS and the IHS for IH, and included 
both the individual-focused and family-focused versions for each. Thus, participants reported 
on their actual level of well-being using each of the four types of happiness scales; LS (indi-
vidual), LS (family), IH (individual) and IH (family). Each scale showed adequate reliability 
(all α’s > 0.70).

2.2.3  Culturally Sensitive Well‑Being

Culturally sensitive levels of well-being were calculated based on the following formula:

LS indweight =
LS indideal

LS indideal + LS famideal + IHS indideal + IHS famideal

LS famweight =
LS famideal

LS indideal + LS famideal + IHS indideal + IHS famideal

IHS indweight =
IHS indideal

LS indideal + LS famideal + IHS indideal + IHS famideal

IHS famweight =
IHS famideal

LS indideal + LS famideal + IHS indideal + IHS famideal

CS Well-being = (LS indactual ⋅ LS indweight) + (LS famactual ⋅ LS famweight)

+ (IHS indactual ⋅ IHS indweight) + (IHS famactual ⋅ IHS famweight)
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where LS = life satisfaction, IHS = interdependent happiness scale, ind = individual 
focused, fam = family focused, CS = culturally sensitive.

Weights represent how much each type of well-being is valued (i.e., idealized) within 
each country. To do so, we calculated the proportion percentage (out of 100%), that each 
type of well-being tended to be valued in that country. To calculate individual-level CS 
Well-being values, each participant’s self-reported actual well-being score was multiplied 
by the country-level weight (in the country in which they resided) for that type of well-
being. The potential range of the CS Well-being index is from 1 to 9, where lower values 
correspond to lower values of well-being (across all measures), and higher vales corre-
spond to higher levels of well-being (across all measures).

2.2.4  Experience of Positive and Negative Emotions

We investigated convergent and discriminant validity of the new culturally sensitive 
approach by testing for associations between culturally sensitive well-being and the experi-
ence of positive and negative emotions within each country (Krys et al., 2022a). Partici-
pants reported the frequency that they experienced 30 different emotions, using a 9-point 
Likert scale [1 (never), 2 (a couple of times a year), 3 (a couple of times a month), 4 (a 
couple of times a week), 5 (once a day), 6 (a couple of times a day), 7 (almost every sin-
gle hour), 8 (a couple of times an hour), and 9 (all the time)]. 16 of the items were for 
positive emotions (enthusiastic, excited, elated, euphoric, calm, relaxed, peaceful, serene, 
amused, proud, in love, hopeful, respectful, grateful, self-confident, and authentic) and 14 
of the items were for negative emotions (sleepy, dull, sad, sluggish, fearful, nervous, hos-
tile, depressed, bored, embarrassed, ashamed, hateful, angry, and disgusted). The full list 
of emotions is based on the Affect Valuation Index (Tsai et al., 2006) and research on emo-
tional experience in dignity cultures (Krys et al., 2017; Scherer et al., 1973; Smallenbroek 
et al., 2017). Each scale showed adequate reliability (all α’s > 0.75).

2.2.5  Country Level: Individualism and Collectivism

Individualism versus collectivism for each country was derived by averaging across coun-
try level scores based on three large-scale publicly available data sets. We opted to average 
across several data sets because each data set is commonly used in cross-cultural research 
in happiness and is associated with a unique set of advantages and disadvantages. We cal-
culated an individualism versus collectivism meta-factor by averaging across Hofstede‘s 
individualism-collectivism (Hofstede, 2001), Minkov’s individualism—collectivism 
(Minkov et al., 2017), autonomy-embeddedness (Schwartz, 2008), and open society (Krys 
et al., 2019a). Across all countries, the reliability of the individualism versus collectivism 
meta-factor was adequate (α > 0.91).

2.2.6  Country Level: Cultural Models of Selfhoods

Participants completed the self-construal scale (Vignoles et  al., 2016). We used the 
upgraded version of the scale that includes a total of 8 dimensions (obtained from the first 
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author of the scale, Vignoles, personal communication; see also Krys et al., 2020); differ-
ence vs similarity (α = 0.76 for the whole sample, in each country apart from Indonesia2 

α > 0.58), self-containment vs connectedness to others (α = 0.72 for the whole sample, in 
forty-five countries α > 0.60), self-direction vs receptiveness to influence (α = 0.76 for the 
whole sample, in every country α > 0.55), self-reliance vs dependence on others (α = 0.78 
for the whole sample, in every country α > 0.53), consistency vs variability (α = 0.84 for 
the whole sample, in every country α > 0.66), self-expression vs harmony (α = 0.76 for the 
whole sample, in every country α > 0.55), self-interest vs commitment to others (α = 0.69 
for the whole sample, in every country α > 0.49), and de-contextualized vs contextualized 
self (α = 0.74 for the whole sample, in every country apart from Saudi Arabia α > 0.54).

2.3  Statistical Analysis

First, we investigated the cross-cultural equivalence of all measures used to calculate CS 
well-being and the experience of positive and negative emotions. All data were subjected 
to a series of multigroup confirmatory factor analysis (MGCFA) in order to test for con-
figural, metric and scalar invariance. However, in spite of the fact that detecting non-invari-
ance in large-scale studies across many countries is extremely rare (Welzel et al., 2021), we 
obtained evidence that across 90 different tests for invariance, 69 displayed adequate invar-
iance (76%) across all countries in this study (full results provided in SOM). The results of 
this analysis do not support the conclusion that all measures are perfectly comparable and 
equivalent across all countries. The lack of perfect equivalence in this study is consistent 
with comprehensive and consistent evidence that detecting non-invariance in large-scale 
studies across many countries is extremely rare (Marsh et al., 2018; Rutkowski & Svetina, 
2014; Welzel et  al., 2021; Zercher et  al., 2015). Within the context of research on large 
numbers of groups (~ > 20) (Rutkowski & Svetina, 2014; Welzel et  al., 2021), this find-
ing does provide some support for the equivalence and fidelity of these measures across 
cultural contexts. In addition, the fact that we observed some variability in terms of the 
functioning of scales across cultures highlights the importance of creating new measures of 
well-being that are structured in a more culturally sensitive way.

Next, we sought to document the need for culturally sensitive country-level measures 
of well-being by calculating country-level differences between the ideal level of LS and 
IH (ΔIdeal LS-IH). We then tested for associations with the differences scores and Individ-
ualism-collectivism meta-factor, as well as with each type of cultural models of selfhood 
(for the latter, we employed the Bonferroni correction and set the significance cut-off 
at = 0.05/8 = 0.00625). Second, we investigated how LS either over- or under-estimates 
country-level well-being as compared to IH. We did so by plotting actual levels of both 
types of well-being against each other, and by analyzing the distance between them.

We then carried out the main analyses on culturally sensitive well-being. Culturally sen-
sitive well-being was calculated for each participant and then averaged within each coun-
try. We then rank ordered countries based on mean levels of culturally sensitive well-being. 
We compared the rank order to the rank order derived based on average self-reported life 
satisfaction, as measured by the SWLS (individual focused).

2 We found problematic reliabilities for every self-construal dimension within the Indonesian sample and 
therefore excluded Indonesian data from the analysis. The full set of reliabilities for cultural models of self-
hoods, including those in Indonesia, are provided as SOM. Had the Indonesian sample been included in the 
analyses, the picture of results would not be substantially different.
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We then tested for associations between the culturally sensitive well-being and the expe-
rience of positive and of negative emotions. Within each country we correlated culturally 
sensitive well-being values with the mean levels of positive emotional experience and neg-
ative emotional experience, while controlling for age and gender.

Lastly, we carried out a series of regression analyses testing for associations between 
cultural levels of individualism—collectivism and each type of well-being measure (cul-
turally sensitive and SWLS individual). We also carried out a regression analysis testing 
for associations between cultural models of selfhoods (again employing Bonferroni correc-
tion) and each type of well-being measure (culturally sensitive and SWLS individual). For 
all individual level analyses, we controlled for age, gender and education of their parents, 
and for all country level analyses, we controlled for GDP per capita. We included GDP as 
a covariate in order to account for potential variance of well-being explained by economic 
prosperity across countries (Joshanloo et al., 2019).

3  Results

3.1  Country‑Level Differences Between the Ideal Level of LS and IH

Figure  1 displays country-level differences between ideal LS and ideal IH (∆Ideal LS-IH). 
Bars above zero indicate countries where LS tends to be idealized more than IH. Con-
versely, bars below zero indicate countries where IH tends to be idealized more than LS. 
We found that IH is idealized more than LS in twenty-one, and LS is idealized more than 
IH in seventeen out of forty-eight countries (see Fig. 1). In eleven countries the difference 
was not statistically different than zero. This finding suggests that world-wide rankings 
based on WEIRD-originating measures, such as LS, of well-being may be biased against 
Confucian-originating collectivistic type of well-being, such as IH.

We carried out a series of regressions between the difference scores (∆Ideal LS-IH, bars 
on Fig. 1) and eight dimensions of cultural models of selfhood (Vignoles et al., 2016). We 
found that two dimensions of selfhood, self-expression (vs harmony), and self-direction (vs 
receptiveness to influence) were associated with country level differences between idealized 
LS as compared to IH (see Table 1 in SOM). Next, we regressed ∆Ideal LS-IH on both these 
dimensions of selfhood in one analysis and found that self-expression remained signifi-
cantly associated with differences scores, while self-direction did not (Bself-expression = 0.365, 
p < 0.001; Bself-direction = − 0.065, p = 0.61). This finding indicates that LS is idealized over 
IH in cultures that tend to shape self-expressive selfhood, and that IH is idealized over LS 
in cultures that tend to shape harmony-oriented selfhoods. We repeated these analyses for 
the individual-level data (see Table 1 in SOM) and found some small effects (the highest 
beta = 0.035). Combined, these findings indicate that the phenomenon we describe is of 
cultural nature.

3.2  Country‑Level Differences Between the Actual Levels of LS and IH

We found that across our data set, actual levels of LS and IH were highly correlated with 
one another (ractual LS x IH = 0.88, p < . 001). The high country-level correlations between 
actual levels of LS and IH may indicate that the conclusions tend to be essentially the 
same irrespective of which type of well-being one employs. This reasoning however, was 
not supported by our data. Despite the observation that actual LS and IH were strongly 
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associated with one another, one variable may systematically bias country level compari-
sons or rankings. In order to investigate this issue, we plotted the association between IH 
and LS on Fig. 2, with the solid line representing the actual fit-line, and the dashed line 
representing the hypothetical fit-line at which LS and IH would be completely undifferenti-
ated from one another (i.e., LS = IH). The larger the gap between the solid and the dashed 
line, the more differentiated LS and IH are from one another. The observation that the solid 
and the dashed lines are different from one another indicates that LS and IH are not meas-
uring the exact same construct across different countries.

An inspection of Fig. 2 also indicates that there are some countries where the LS and 
IH approaches tend to measure well-being in a similar way. For example, Mexico, Swit-
zerland, the Netherlands, Brazil, are all in close proximity to the dashed line. However, the 
vast majority of countries in our sample, tend to lie distant from the dashed line indicat-
ing that for these countries there tends to be a difference between actual LS and IH. At 
the country-level of analyses, the SD for well-being revolved around 0.40 (SDLS = 0.48, 
SDIH = 0.36). This finding means that approximately half of countries in our sample display 
a pattern where country levels of well-being are at least one standard deviation lower when 
derived using LS as compared to IH.

For countries with the largest gap between actual LS and IH, such as Georgia, Japan, 
China, and Korea (ΔActual LS-IH < − 0.70), the well-being score would be around two stand-
ard deviations higher had it been based on IH and not LS. Combined, these results indicate 
that well-being around the world is often underestimated by employing WEIRD-themed 
measures of well-being, such as LS alone, as compared to other measures, such as IH.

3.3  Cultural Norms for Type of Happiness

Figure 3 displays country level weights for each type of well-being. Each weight is calcu-
lated based on average idealized well-being scores for all participants within each country. 
For illustration, weights are plotted with respect to zero, where zero represents no change 
in weight. In terms of calculating CS Well-being, zero corresponds to a weight of exactly 
25% (i.e., 1 out 4 types of well-being). Positive values indicate that a type of well-being is 
idealized more, and thus weighed more (> 25%) as compared to the other types of well-
being. While negative values indicate that a form of well-being is idealized less, and thus 
weighted less (< 25%) as compared to the other types of well-being.

As can be seen, across the entire sample, there exists considerable heterogeneity in the 
pattern of well-being weights (Fig. 3). For example, for individual life satisfaction (light 
blue), the Czech Republic showed the highest weight (0.0052), while Japan showed the 
lowest weight (−  0.0246). For family life satisfaction (dark blue), Ukraine showed the 
highest weight (0.0140), while Ghana showed the lowest weight (− 0.0063). For individ-
ual interdependent happiness (pink), Ghana showed the highest weight (0.0059), while the 
Czech Republic showed the lowest weight (− 0.0120). For family interdependent happiness 
(red), Japan showed the highest weight (0.0212), and Portugal showed the lowest weight 
(− 0.0041).

3.4  Rankings According to Culturally Sensitive Happiness

A comparison of the two rank orders (column furthest to the right: ∆ in Table 2 in SOM) 
reveals that while some countries remained at approximately the same rank (∆ < 3) (n = 36), 
many countries showed substantial differences in rank across the two methods (∆ ≥ 3) 
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(n = 12). The three countries that showed the largest shifts in rank order between the two 
methods were Norway (∆ = 15), Malaysia (∆ = 19) and France (∆ = − 13). An inspection 
of the weights for each country (Fig. 3), indicates that both Norway and Malaysia shifted, 
in part, because their SWLS individual scores were weighted less (Norway = −  0.0063, 
Malaysia = − 0.0109) with respect to the other types of well-being. France, on the other 
hand, showed a lower ranking using the CS Well-being approach than when using the 
SWLS approach, occurring in part, because SWLS individual scores were weighted more 
(0.0035) with respect to the other types of well-being.

3.5  Culturally Sensitive Happiness and Emotional Experience

Table 2 (see in SOM) displays correlation coefficients (partial Pearson’s r) for associations 
between individual differences in culturally sensitive well-being and the experience of pos-
itive and negative emotions. Partial r values represent the association within each country 
between individual differences in well-being and the experience of emotions, while con-
trolling for age, gender and education of their parents. Across all countries, individual dif-
ferences in CS Well-being showed a significant positive association with the experience 
of positive emotions (all p ‘s < 0.001). The majority of countries also showed a significant 
negative association between CS Well-being scores and the experience of negative emo-
tions (n = 40, p < 0.05 vs. n = 8 p > 0.05). A comparison of strength of correlation coef-
ficients derived using the CS Well-being approach versus the SWLS approach revealed 
that the link with the experience of positive emotions tended to be stronger when using 
CS Well-being than the SWLS approach (mean-value: CS Well-being: r = 0.455; SWLS: 
r = 0.429, t = 3.10 p = 0.003), the link with the experience of negative emotions tended to 
be stronger when using SWLS than the CS Well-being approach (mean-value: CS Hap-
piness: r = − 0.215; SWLS: r = − 0.234, t = 3.17, p = 0.003). These findings indicate that 
both ways of measuring well-being and emotional experiences work in a similar fashion, 
and also suggests that CS may be more tuned to positive emotions and SWLS may be more 
tuned to negative emotions (see Table 2 in SOM).

3.6  Culturally Sensitive Happiness, Individualism and Selfhoods

Table 6 in SOM displays the results of regression analyses testing for associations between 
each well-being measurement approach and culture level variables. We found that country-
level SWLS scores were associated with individualism (B = 0.435, p = 0.018), while coun-
try-level CS well-being scores were not (B = 0.154, p = 0.234). The attenuated correlation 
for CS Well-being as compared to SWLS indicates that CS Well-being may be more cultur-
ally objective (i.e., less biased towards individualistic values) with respect to SWLS (see 
Table 6 in SOM).

For cultural models of selfhood (self-construal scale), we found that country-level 
SWLS scores were positively associated with self-direction versus receptiveness to influ-
ence (B = 0.724, p = 0.003), consistency versus variability (B = 0.497, p = 0.001), self-
expression versus harmony (B = 0.594, p = 0.001) and de-contextualized versus contex-
tualized self (B = 0.795, p < 0.001). For CS Well-being, we found that country-level CS 
well-being scores were positively associated only with de-contextualized versus contex-
tualized self (B = 0.444, p = 0.001). This finding also suggests that CS well-being may be 
more culturally objective than SWLS.
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4  Discussion

We developed a new approach to measure levels of well-being across diverse cultural con-
texts. We designed a new culturally sensitive approach to measuring well-being along two 
dimensions based on mounting empirical evidence that cultures vary in the way well-being 
and/or happiness is valued and construed. Cultures vary in relative focus on the individual 
versus the family (Delle Fave et al., 2016; Krys et al., 2019b, 2022a), and in construing 
well-being using an individual-focused life satisfaction framework versus an interdepend-
ent conceptual framework (Hitokoto & Uchida, 2015; Krys et al., 2020). Accordingly, our 
new, culturally sensitive approach adjusts individual-level well-being scores according to 
the particular type of well-being that tends to be valued within a respondent’s indigenous 
culture. This new approach represents an incremental improvement to the array of methods 
available to researchers seeking to measure, describe, and compare levels of well-being 
across the world.

It is important to note that, empirically, the CS approach is not substantially different 
from the vast array of other well established quantitative measures of well-being. Indeed, 
our new CS measure of well-being is explicitly comprised of several thoroughly tested 
and well validated measures of well-being. Each of the measures used to calculate CS 
Well-being, as well as many others, has been shown to be highly reliable and valid across 
many different cultural contexts. We acknowledge that the current status quo of empirical 
research on well-being is highly valid, credible, and valuable. Empirically, the advent of 
the CS approach represents a slight, yet important, improvement in the fidelity of well-
being measurement.

The CS approach represents a substantial improvement with respect to other measures 
when considered conceptually. The vast majority of existing evidence for differences in 
country-level well-being was derived based on the use of identical measures across diverse 
cultural contexts (Cheng et al., 2016; Diener et al., 1995; Hofstede, 2001; Jasielska et al., 
2018; Kuppens et  al., 2008; Steel et  al., 2018). Well-being research is a subfield within 
psychological science that is in need of tools that are more applicable across diverse cul-
tural contexts. Many large scale studies show that an overwhelming majority of empirical 
psychological research is based on WEIRD samples (Adams et  al., 2017; cf. Lee et  al., 
2021). For example, an analysis of the top journals across six sub-disciplines of psychol-
ogy found that 68% of participants were American and that 96% of participants were from 
Western industrialized nations (Arnett, 2008). The development of the CS approach to 
measure well-being is a marked, incremental step towards conceptualizing psychological 
phenomena less ethnocentrically.

The CS approach involves the use of several different previously established and well-
validated measures. Although all the measures used in our study have been shown to be 
valid and reliable across several different cultural contexts, there also exists evidence that 
different well-being measures (including the IH) do not perform in the same way across 
different cultural contexts. Recently Gardiner et al. (2020) found that well-being measures 
tend to perform better when they are used within the culture in which they were developed. 
This finding further supports the importance and potential utility of using culturally sensi-
tive measures of well-being for large-scale cross-cultural research.

We found that individual LS, as measured by the SWLS, is positively associated with 
country-level values of individualism. This finding is consistent with prior reports that 
LS tends to covary with societal levels of individualism (Cheng et al., 2016; Diener et al., 
1995; Hofstede, 2001; Kuppens et  al., 2008; Steel et  al., 2018). Conversely, we did not 
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observe that CS well-being was associated with societal levels of individualism. We did 
however find that across both types of well-being measures, country level values of de-
contextualized versus contextualized self, were positively associated with happiness. De-
contextualized versus contextualized self represents how much a person thinks about their 
identity within the context of others (e.g., Someone could understand who you are without 
needing to know which social groups you belong to vs If someone wants to understand 
who you are, they would need to know which social groups you belong to). Prior research 
demonstrates that contextualism is an important facet of cultural collectivism (Owe et al., 
2013). Our current findings suggest the de-contextualism may also confer some societal 
characteristics linked to well-being measured in several different ways.

We also found that both methods of measuring well-being tended to be associated with 
the experience of positive and negative emotions (r = -0.215). This finding supports the 
construct validity of CS Well-being and contributes to a growing body of research dem-
onstrating the link between emotional experience and life satisfaction (Kang et al., 2003; 
Kuppens et al., 2008). Across our sample, we also found that the association between CS 
Well-being and positive emotions (r = 0.455) were stronger than between well-being and 
negative emotions (r = −0.215). This finding is consistent with that of a previous study 
showing that the experience of positive emotions is more strongly related to life satisfac-
tion than the absence of negative emotions (Kuppens et al., 2008). Emotional experience 
seems to play an important role in determining many different forms well-being, that 
include happiness and LS.

This study and the CS approach are limited in several important ways. We focused on 
only two different types of well-being originating from WEIRD and Confucian cultural 
contexts: LS and IH. There exist other forms of well-being and/or happiness that are appli-
cable to people of other cultures. For example, spirituality is strongly associated with 
well-being in Africa and Latin America (Selman et  al., 2013), and dispositional simpa-
tico (emphasis on expressive displays of personal charm, graciousness, and hospitality) 
is an important part of well-being and happiness within many Latin-American cultures 
(Sanchez-Burks et  al., 2000). This study is also limited in terms of the way participants 
responded to each scale. More specifically, being asked about one’s individual life-satis-
faction may indirectly affect the way one responds to items related to interdependent hap-
piness of one’s family. Furthermore, it remains unclear whether our instructions to think 
about ideal levels of well-being (Diener et al., 2000) activated the ideal self or the ought 
self (Higgins, 1987); future studies may need to employ more direct instruction. In addi-
tion, this study is limited in the way culture was operationalized. In our analyses, we 
equated culture with country. However there exists considerable heterogeneity of cultural 
values within countries, which we did not consider here. These issues need further empiri-
cal research to uncover their potential effects.

Furthermore, we conceptualized well-being more in terms of feeling good than func-
tioning well or one’s sense of meaning. One’s sense of meaning is often construed as an 
important factor related to happiness and well-being in many different parts of the world 
(Costin & Vignoles, 2020; Oishi & Diener, 2014). The fact that these other aspects of well-
being and/or happiness were not included in the current study is an important limitation. 
We anticipate that future research will consider how these other forms of well-being and/
or happiness can be incorporated into global and cross-cultural studies on well-being. Fur-
thermore, future research is needed based on more representative samples. Our study was 
based primarily on student samples and serves as one step towards developing more cul-
turally sensitive indices of well-being. Lastly, this study was also limited in that measures 
individualism-collectivism were obtained from country-level databases and not measured 
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directly in this study. By adding data from different databases, assessed on national level, 
an additional level of ambiguity was created. We anticipate that this study will stimulate 
further empirical research on culturally sensitive methods of measuring many different 
psychological constructs.

The above limitations and future directions are of “technical” nature. However, it is also 
important to highlight other broad and conceptual issues. For example, as of the beginning 
of 2000s, most people and most nations tend to report being happy or very happy (e.g., 
Oishi et al., 2007). Despite this fact, policy-makers and scientists are striving to develop 
ways to enhance happiness. We affirm that happiness of many people and many nations can 
be enhanced, but in our understanding, well-being is not completely interchangeable with 
happiness. What other-than-happiness constructs people across cultures recognize as key 
components to their good life, and what are their ideal levels, is currently an important but 
open empirical question.

The results of this study have practical implications. This tool holds potential to examine 
the way several other culture-level variables, such as cultural tightness-looseness (Gelfand 
et al., 2011) or relational mobility (Thomson et al., 2018), may correspond to variation in 
well-being. Furthermore, our findings illustrate the importance of considering how much 
a particular construct is valued within a context, and that this approach could be applied 
to other psychological phenomenon. For example, cultures vary in terms of what types of 
social policies are valued and prioritized (Krys et al., 2022b). Thus, by incorporating what 
types of societal goals a culture or country tends to have, policy makers may be better posi-
tioned to measure how proximate or distal actual realization of culture-specific goals are.

People around the world want to be happy. Therefore, more and more governing bod-
ies employ well-being as a compass for guiding their societies (Durand, 2018). To escape 
post-colonial traps in well-being indicators research and in policy-making, researchers and 
international governing bodies may need to acknowledge that happiness across cultures has 
various facets. Doing so will promote “buy-in” from many non-WEIRD societies. Large-
scale cross-cultural research on well-being will be improved by considering more cultur-
ally sensitive measures of well-being. We hope this study serves as one small step forward 
inspiring this research focus.

Supplementary Information The online version contains supplementary material available at https:// doi. 
org/ 10. 1007/ s10902- 022- 00588-1.

Funding This work was supported by the Norway Grants 2014–2021 operated by the National Science Cen-
tre (Poland) under Project Contract No 2019/34/H/ HS6/00597 (GRIEG); National Science Centre (Poland) 
grant UMO-2016/23/D/HS6/02946; the Hungarian OTKA-K 135963, the Brazilian National Council for 
Scientific and Technological Development – CNPq under Grant 301298/2018-1; the Czech Science Founda-
tion CSF under Grant 20-08583S, by the NPO, Systemic Risk Institute, LX22NPO510, EU - Next Genera-
tion EU; the National Natural Science Foundation of China under Grant 71873133; and the Department of 
Educational Studies, University of Roma Tre under biannual Grant DSF 2017–2018.

Data Availability and Code Availability Country-level variables are available in supplementary online 
materials. Individual-level variables are under embargo, but can be shared upon reasonable request of 
researchers.

Declarations 

Conflict of interests No potential conflict of interest was reported by the authors.

Ethical Approval Study was performed in accordance with the ethical standards of the institutional and/or 
national research committees.

https://doi.org/10.1007/s10902-022-00588-1
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10902-022-00588-1


 K. Krys et al.

1 3

Open Access This article is licensed under a Creative Commons Attribution 4.0 International License, 
which permits use, sharing, adaptation, distribution and reproduction in any medium or format, as long 
as you give appropriate credit to the original author(s) and the source, provide a link to the Creative Com-
mons licence, and indicate if changes were made. The images or other third party material in this article 
are included in the article’s Creative Commons licence, unless indicated otherwise in a credit line to the 
material. If material is not included in the article’s Creative Commons licence and your intended use is not 
permitted by statutory regulation or exceeds the permitted use, you will need to obtain permission directly 
from the copyright holder. To view a copy of this licence, visit http:// creat iveco mmons. org/ licen ses/ by/4. 0/.

References

Adams, G., Gómez Ordóñez, L., Kurtiş, T., Molina, L. E., & Dobles, I. (2017). Notes on decolonizing psy-
chology: From one special issue to another. South African Journal of Psychology, 47(4), 531–541.

Arnett, J. J. (2008). The neglected 95%: Why American psychology needs to become less American. Ameri-
can Psychologist, 63(7), 602–614.

Cheng, C., Cheung, M. W. L., Montasem, A., & Studies, I. N. O. W. B. (2016). Explaining differences in 
subjective well-being across 33 nations using multilevel models: Universal personality, cultural relativ-
ity, and national income. Journal of Personality, 84(1), 46–58.

Costin, V., & Vignoles, V. L. (2020). Meaning is about mattering: Evaluating coherence, purpose, and exis-
tential mattering as precursors of meaning in life judgments. Journal of Personality and Social Psy-
chology, 118(4), 864–884.

Datu, J. A. D., King, R. B., & Valdez, J. P. M. (2016). The benefits of socially-oriented happiness: Validation 
of the interdependent happiness scale in the Philippines. Child Indicators Research, 9(3), 631–649.

Delle Fave, A., Brdar, I., Wissing, M. P., Araujo, U., Castro Solano, A., Freire, T., & Nafstad, H. E. (2016). 
Lay definitions of happiness across nations: The primacy of inner harmony and relational connected-
ness. Frontiers in Psychology, 7, 30.

Diener, E., Diener, M., & Diener, C. (1995). Factors predicting the subjective well-being of nations. Journal 
of Personality and Social Psychology, 69(5), 851–864.

Diener, E., Emmons, R. A., Larsen, R. J., & Griffin, S. (1985). The satisfaction with life scale. Journal of 
Personality Assessment, 49(1), 71–75.

Diener, E., Lucas, R. E., & Oishi, S. (2002). Subjective well-being: The science of happiness and life satis-
faction. Handbook of Positive Psychology, 2, 63–73.

Diener, E., Napa-Scollon, C., Oishi, S., Dzokoto, V., & Suh, E. (2000). Positivity and the construction of 
life satisfaction judgments: Global happiness is not the sum of its parts. Journal of Happiness Studies, 
1(2), 159–176.

Durand, M. (2018). Countries’ experiences with well-being and happiness metrics. The global happiness 
council (2018) (pp. 200–246). New York: Sustainable Development Solutions Network.

Gardiner, G., Lee, D., Baranski, E., Funder, D., & Project, I. S. (2020). Happiness around the world: A com-
bined etic-emic approach across 63 countries. PLoS ONE, 15(12), e0242718.

Gelfand, M. J., Raver, J. L., Nishii, L., Leslie, L. M., Lun, J., Lim, B. C., & Arnadottir, J. (2011). Differ-
ences between tight and loose cultures: A 33-nation study. Science, 332(6033), 1100–1104.

Henrich, J., Heine, S. J., & Norenzayan, A. (2010). The weirdest people in the world? Behavioral and Brain 
Sciences, 33(2–3), 61–83.

Higgins, E. T. (1987). Self-discrepancy: A theory relating self and affect. Psychological Review, 94, 319–
340. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1037/ 0033- 295X. 94.3. 319

Hitokoto, H., & Takahashi, Y. (2020). Interdependent happiness across age in Costa Rica, Japan, and the 
Netherlands. Asian Journal of Social Psychology, 24, 4452–4462.

Hitokoto, H., & Uchida, Y. (2015). Interdependent happiness: Theoretical importance and measurement 
validity. Journal of Happiness Studies, 16(1), 211–239.

Hofstede, G. (2001). Culture’s consequences: Comparing values, behaviors, institutions and organizations 
across nations. Sage publications.

Huppert, F. A. (2014). The state of wellbeing science: Concepts, measures, interventions, and policies. 
Wiley.

Jasielska, D., Stolarski, M., & Bilewicz, M. (2018). Biased, therefore unhappy: Disentangling the collectiv-
ism-happiness relationship globally. Journal of Cross-Cultural Psychology, 49(8), 1227–1246.

Joshanloo, M., Jovanović, V., & Taylor, T. (2019). A multidimensional understanding of prosperity and 
well-being at country level: Data-driven explorations. PLoS ONE, 14(10), e0223221.

http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/
https://doi.org/10.1037/0033-295X.94.3.319


Introduction to a Culturally Sensitive Measure of Well‑Being:…

1 3

Kang, S. M., Shaver, P. R., Sue, S., Min, K. H., & Jing, H. (2003). Culture-specific patterns in the pre-
diction of life satisfaction: Roles of emotion, relationship quality, and self-esteem. Personality and 
Social Psychology Bulletin, 29(12), 1596–1608.

Krys, K., Capaldi, C. A., Uchida, Y., Cantarero, K., Torres, C., Işık, İ., Yeung, V. W. L., Haas, B. W., 
Teyssier, J., Andrade, L., Denoux, P., Igbokwe, D. O., Kocimska-Zych, A., Villeneuve, L., & 
Zelenski, J.M. (2022b). Preference for modernization is universal, but expected modernization tra-
jectories are culturally diversified: A nine-country study of folk theories of societal development. 
Asian Journal of Social Psychology.

Krys, K., Park, J., Kocimska-Zych, A., Kosiarczyk, A., Selim, H.A., Wojtczuk-Turek., A., Haas, B.W., 
Uchida, Y., Torres, C., Capaldi, C.A., Bond, M.H., Zelenski, J.M., Lun, V.M.-Ch., Maricchiolo, F., 
Vauclair, Ch.-M., Poláčková Šolcová, I., Sirlopu, D., Xing, C., Vignoles, V.L., ... Adamovic, M. 
(2020). Personal life satisfaction as a measure of societal happiness is an individualistic presump-
tion: Evidence from fifty countries. Journal of Happiness Studies, 22, 2197–2214. https:// doi. org/ 
10. 1007/ s10902- 020- 00311-y

Krys, K., Uchida, Y., Oishi, S., & Diener, E. (2019a). Open society fosters satisfaction: Explanation to 
why individualism associates with country level measures of satisfaction. The Journal of Positive 
Psychology, 14(6), 768–778.

Krys, K., Xing, C., Zelenski, J. M., Capaldi, C. A., Lin, Z., & Wojciszke, B. (2017). Punches or punch-
lines? Honor, face, and dignity cultures encourage different reactions to provocation. Humor, 30(3), 
303–322.

Krys, K., Yeung, J.Ch., Haas, B.W., van Osch, Y., Kosiarczyk, A., Kocimska-Zych, A., Torres, C., 
Selim, H.A., Zelenski, J.M., Bond, M.H., Park, J., Lun, V.M.-Ch., Maricchiolo, F., Vauclair, Ch.-
M., Šolcová, I.P., Sirlopú, D., Xing, C., Vignoles, V.L., van Tilburg, W.A.P., Teyssier, J., Sun, 
Ch.-R., Serdarevich, U., Schwarz, B., Sargautyte, R., Røysamb, E., Romashov, V., Rizwan, M., 
Pavlović, Z., Pavlopoulos, V., Okvitawanli, A., Nadi, A., Nader, M., Mustaffa, N.F., Murdock, E., 
Mosca, O., Mohorić, T., Barrientos Marroquin, P.E., Malyonova, A., Liu, X., Lee, J.H., Kwiat-
kowska, A., Kronberger, N., Kráčmarová, L.K., Kascakova, N., Işık, İ., Igou, E.R., Igbokwe, D.O., 
Hanke-Boer, D., Gavreliuc, A., Garðarsdóttir, R.B., Fülöp, M., Gamsakhurdia, V., Esteves, C.S., 
Domínguez-Espinosa, A., Denoux, P., Charkviani, S., Baltin, A., Arevalo, D., Appoh, |L., Akotia, 
Ch., Adamovic, M., & Uchida, Y. (2022a). Family first: Evidence of consistency and variation in 
the value of family versus personal happiness across 49 different cultures. Journal of Cross-Cul-
tural Psychology. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1177/ 00220 22122 11347 11

Krys, K., Yeung, J.-Ch., Capaldi, C.A, Lun, V.M.-Ch., Torres, C., van Tilburg, W.A.P., Bond, M.H., 
Zelenski, J.M., Haas, B.W., Park, J., Maricchiolo, F., Vauclair, Ch.-M., Kosiarczyk, A., Kocim-
ska-Zych, A., Kwiatkowska, A., Adamovic, M., Pavlopoulos, V., Fülöp, M., Sirlopu, D., Okvi-
tawanli, A., Hanke-Boer, D., Teyssier, J., Malyonova, A., Gavreliuc, A., Uchida, Y., Serdarev-
ich, U., Akotia, C., Appoh, L., Mira, A., Baltin, A., Denoux, P., Domínguez-Espinosa, A., 
Esteves, CS., Gamsakhurdia, V., Garðarsdóttir, R., Igbokwe, D., Igou, E.R., Işık, I., Kascakova, 
N., KlůzováKračmárová, L., Kronberger, N., Lee, JH., Liu, X., Barrientos, PE., Mohorić, T., Nur 
Fariza, M., Mosca, O., Nader, M., Nadi, A., Van Osch, Y., Pavlović, Z., Poláčková Šolcová, I., 
Rizwan, M., Romashov, V., Røysamb, E., Sargautyte, R., Schwarz, B., Selecká, L., Selim, H., Sto-
gianni, M., Sun C.-R., Xing, C., & Vignoles V.L. (2022c). Societal emotional environments and 
crosscultural differences in life satisfaction: A forty-nine country study. The Journal of Positive 
Psychology, 17, 117–130. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1080/ 17439 760. 2020. 18583 32

Krys, K., Zelenski, J. M., Capaldi, C. A., Park, J., van Tilburg, W., van Osch, Y., Haas, B.W., Bond, M. 
H., Dominguez-Espinoza, A., Xing, C., Igbokwe, D. O., Kwiatkowska, A., Luzniak-Piecha, M., 
Nader, M., Rizwan, M., Zhu, Z., & Uchida, Y. (2019b). Putting the ’we’ into well-being: Using 
collectivism-themed measures of well-being attenuates well-being’s association with individual-
ism. Asian Journal of Social Psychology, 22, 256–267. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1111/ ajsp. 12364

Kuppens, P., Realo, A., & Diener, E. (2008). The role of positive and negative emotions in life satisfac-
tion judgment across nations. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 95(1), 66.

Kwan, V. S., Bond, M. H., & Singelis, T. M. (1997). Pancultural explanations for life satisfaction: Add-
ing relationship harmony to self-esteem. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 73(5), 
1038.

Lee, M., Bialowolski, P., Weziak-Bialowolska, D., Mooney, K., Lerner, P., McNeely, E., & Vander-
Weele, T. (2021). Self-assessed importance of domains of flourishing: Demographics and correla-
tions with well-being. The Journal of Positive Psychology, 16, 137–144.

Lu, L., & Gilmour, R. (2006). Individual-oriented and socially oriented cultural conceptions of subjec-
tive well-being: Conceptual analysis and scale development. Asian Journal of Social Psychology, 
9(1), 36–49.

https://doi.org/10.1007/s10902-020-00311-y
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10902-020-00311-y
https://doi.org/10.1177/00220221221134711
https://doi.org/10.1080/17439760.2020.1858332
https://doi.org/10.1111/ajsp.12364


 K. Krys et al.

1 3

Marsh, H. W., Guo, J., Parker, P. D., Nagengast, B., Asparouhov, T., Muthén, B., & Dicke, T. (2018). What 
to do when scalar invariance fails: The extended alignment method for multi-group factor analysis 
comparison of latent means across many groups. Psychological Methods, 23(3), 524–545.

Mathews, G., & Izquierdo, C. (2008). Pursuits of happiness: Well-being in anthropological perspective. 
Berghahn books.

Minkov, M., Dutt, P., Schachner, M., Morales, O., Sanchez, C., Jandosova, J., & Mudd, B. (2017). A revi-
sion of Hofstede’s individualism-collectivism dimension. Cross Cultural & Strategic Management, 24, 
386–404.

Oishi, S., & Diener, E. (2014). Residents of poor nations have a greater sense of meaning in life than resi-
dents of wealthy nations. Psychological Science, 25(2), 422–430.

Owe, E., Vignoles, V. L., Becker, M., Brown, R., Smith, P. B., Lee, S. W., & Jalal, B. (2013). Contextual-
ism as an important facet of individualism-collectivism: Personhood beliefs across 37 national groups. 
Journal of Cross-Cultural Psychology, 44(1), 24–45.

Oyserman, D., Coon, H. M., & Kemmelmeier, M. (2002). Rethinking individualism and collectivism: Eval-
uation of theoretical assumptions and meta-analyses. Psychological Bulletin, 128(1), 3.

Pavot, W., & Diener, E. (2008). The satisfaction with life scale and the emerging construct of life satisfac-
tion. The Journal of Positive Psychology, 3(2), 137–152.

Rutkowski, L., & Svetina, D. (2014). Assessing the hypothesis of measurement invariance in the context of 
large-scale international surveys. Educational and Psychological Measurement, 74(1), 31–57.

Sanchez-Burks, J., Nisbett, R. E., & Ybarra, O. (2000). Cultural styles, relationship schemas, and prejudice 
against out-groups. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 79(2), 174–189.

Scherer, K. R., London, H., & Wolf, J. J. (1973). The voice of confidence: Paralinguistic cues and audience 
evaluation. Journal of Research in Personality, 7(1), 31–44.

Schwartz, S. H. (2008). The 7 Schwartz cultural value orientation scores for 80 countries. Research Gate 
Publication.

Selman, L., Speck, P., Gysels, M., Agupio, G., Dinat, N., Downing, J., & Harding, R. (2013). ‘Peace’and 
‘life worthwhile’as measures of spiritual well-being in African palliative care: A mixed-methods study. 
Health and Quality of Life Outcomes, 11(1), 1–12.

Smallenbroek, O., Zelenski, J. M., & Whelan, D. C. (2017). Authenticity as a eudaimonic construct: The 
relationships among authenticity, values, and valence. The Journal of Positive Psychology, 12(2), 
197–209.

Steel, P., Taras, V., Uggerslev, K., & Bosco, F. (2018). The happy culture: A theoretical, meta-analytic, and 
empirical review of the relationship between culture and wealth and subjective well-being. Personality 
and Social Psychology Review, 22(2), 128–169.

Thomson, R., Yuki, M., Talhelm, T., Schug, J., Kito, M., Ayanian, A. H., et al. (2018). Relational mobility 
predicts social behaviors in 39 countries and is tied to historical farming and threat. Proceedings of the 
National Academy of Sciences, 115, 7521–7526.

Tsai, J. L., Knutson, B., & Fung, H. H. (2006). Cultural variation in affect valuation. Journal of Personality 
and Social Psychology, 90(2), 288–307.

Uchida, Y., & Ogihara, Y. (2012). Personal or interpersonal construal of happiness: A cultural psychological 
perspective. International Journal of Wellbeing, 2(4).

Uchida, Y., & Oishi, S. (2016). The happiness of individuals and the collective. Japanese Psychological 
Research, 58(1), 125–141.

Vignoles, V. L., Owe, E., Becker, M., Smith, P. B., Easterbrook, M. J., Brown, R., & Cadena, M. P. (2016). 
Beyond the ‘east–west’dichotomy: Global variation in cultural models of selfhood. Journal of Experi-
mental Psychology: General, 145(8), 966.

Welzel, C., Brunkert, L., Kruse, S., & Inglehart, R. F. (2021). Non-invariance? An overstated problem with 
misconceived causes. Sociological Methods & Research, 24, 0049124121995521.

Wȩziak-Białowolska, D., McNeely, E., & VanderWeele, T. J. (2019). Human flourishing in cross cultural 
settings: Evidence from the United States, China, Sri Lanka, Cambodia, and Mexico. Frontiers in Psy-
chology, 10, 1269.

Zercher, F., Schmidt, P., Cieciuch, J., & Davidov, E. (2015). The comparability of the universalism value 
over time and across countries in the European Social Survey: Exact vs. approximate measurement 
invariance. Frontiers in Psychology, 6, 733.

Publisher’s Note Springer Nature remains neutral with regard to jurisdictional claims in published maps and 
institutional affiliations.



Introduction to a Culturally Sensitive Measure of Well‑Being:…

1 3

Authors and Affiliations

Kuba Krys1  · Brian W. Haas2 · Eric Raymond Igou3 · Aleksandra Kosiarczyk4 · 
Agata Kocimska‑Bortnowska4 · Anna Kwiatkowska1 · Vivian Miu‑Chi Lun5 · 
Fridanna Maricchiolo6  · Joonha Park7 · Iva Poláčková Šolcová8  · David Sirlopú9 · 
Yukiko Uchida10,11 · Christin‑Melanie Vauclair12 · Vivian L. Vignoles13 · 
John M. Zelenski14 · Mladen Adamovic15 · Charity S. Akotia16 · Isabelle Albert17 · 
Lily Appoh18 · D. M. Arévalo Mira19  · Arno Baltin20 · Patrick Denoux21 · 
Alejandra Domínguez‑Espinosa22 · Carla Sofia Esteves23 · Vladimer Gamsakhurdia24 · 
Márta Fülöp25,26 · Ragna B. Garðarsdóttir27 · Alin Gavreliuc28  · 
Diana Boer29 · David O. Igbokwe30 · İdil Işık31 · Natalia Kascakova32,33 · 
Lucie Klůzová Kráčmarová8,32 · Natasza Kosakowska‑Berezecka34 · Olga Kostoula35 · 
Nicole Kronberger35 · J. Hannah Lee36 · Xinhui Liu37 · Magdalena Łużniak‑Piecha38 · 
Arina Malyonova39  · Pablo Eduardo Barrientos40 · Tamara Mohorić41 · 
Oriana Mosca42 · Elke Murdock17 · Nur Fariza Mustaffa43 · Martin Nader44 · 
Azar Nadi1 · Ayu Okvitawanli45 · Yvette van Osch46 · Vassilis Pavlopoulos47 · 
Zoran Pavlović48 · Muhammad Rizwan49 · Vladyslav Romashov1 · Espen Røysamb50 · 
Ruta Sargautyte51  · Beate Schwarz52 · Heyla A. Selim53 · Ursula Serdarevich54 · 
Maria Stogianni55  · Chien‑Ru Sun56 · Julien Teyssier21 · Wijnand A. P. van Tilburg57 · 
Claudio Torres58 · Cai Xing37 · Michael Harris Bond59

 * Kuba Krys 
 kuba@krys.pl

 * Brian W. Haas 
 bhaas@uga.edu

1 Institute of Psychology, Polish Academy of Sciences, Jaracza 1, 00-378 Warsaw, Poland
2 Department of Psychology, University of Georgia, 125 Baldwin St, Athens, GA 30602, USA
3 Department of Psychology, University of Limerick, Limerick, Republic of Ireland
4 Wroclaw Faculty of Psychology, SWPS University of Social Sciences and Humanities, Wrocław, 

Poland
5 Department of Applied Psychology, Lingnan University, Tuen Mun, Hong Kong
6 Department of Education, University of Roma Tre, Rome, Italy
7 Graduate School of Management, NUCB Business School, Nagoya, Japan
8 Institute of Psychology, Czech Academy of Sciences, Prague, Czech Republic
9 Universidad San Sebastián, Concepción, Chile
10 Kokoro Research Center, Kyoto University, Kyoto, Japan
11 Center for Advanced Study in the Behavioral Sciences, Stanford University, Stanford, USA
12 Instituto Universitário de Lisboa (ISCTE-IUL), CIS-IUL, Lisbon, Portugal
13 School of Psychology, University of Sussex, Brighton, UK
14 Department of Psychology, Carleton University, Ottawa, Canada
15 King’s Business School, King’s College, London, UK
16 Department of Psychology, School of Social Sciences, University of Ghana, Accra, Ghana
17 Research Unit INSIDE, University of Luxembourg, Esch-sur-Alzette, Luxembourg
18 Faculty of Nursing and Health Sciences, Nord University, Bodø, Norway

http://orcid.org/0000-0003-0365-423X
http://orcid.org/0000-0002-6230-6609
http://orcid.org/0000-0003-3130-5416
http://orcid.org/0000-0001-8617-6557
http://orcid.org/0000-0001-8411-0327
http://orcid.org/0000-0001-5778-0739
http://orcid.org/0000-0002-4555-4889
http://orcid.org/0000-0002-3238-4331


 K. Krys et al.

1 3

19 HULAB, Comprometidos con tu desarrollo, San Salvador, El Salvador
20 School of Natural Sciences and Health, Tallinn University, Tallinn, Estonia
21 Département Psychologie Clinique Du Sujet, Université Toulouse II, Toulouse, France
22 Psychology Department, Iberoamerican University, Mexico City, Mexico
23 Católica Lisbon School of Business and Economics, Universidade Católica Portuguesa, Palma de 

Cima, Lisboa, Portugal
24 Department of Psychology, Ivane Javakhishvili Tbilisi State University, Tbilisi, Georgia
25 Institute of Psychology, Károli Gáspár University of the Reformed Church, Budapest, Hungary
26 Research Centre of Natural Sciences, Institute of Cognitive Neuroscience and Psychology, Eötvös 

Loránd Research Network, Budapest, Hungary
27 Faculty of Psychology, University of Iceland, Reykjavík, Iceland
28 Department of Psychology, West University of Timisoara, Timisoara, Romania
29 Institute of Psychology, University of Koblenz, Koblenz, Germany
30 Baze University Abuja, Abuja, Federal Capital Territory, Nigeria
31 Organizational Psychology Master’s Program, Istanbul Bilgi University, Istanbul, Turkey
32 Olomouc University Social Health Institute, Palacky University, Olomouc, Czech Republic
33 Psychiatric Clinic Pro Mente Sana, Bratislava, Slovakia
34 Institute of Psychology, Gdansk University, Gdańsk, Poland
35 Institute of Education and Psychology, Johannes Kepler University Linz, Linz, Austria
36 Department of Psychology, Indiana University Northwest, Gary, IN, USA
37 Department of Psychology, Renmin University of China, Beijing, China
38 SWPS University of Social Sciences and Humanities, Warsaw, Poland
39 Department of General and Social Psychology, Faculty of Psychology, Dostoevsky Omsk State 

University, Omsk, Russia
40 Psychology Department, Universidad del Valle de Guatemala, Guatemala City, Guatemala
41 Department of Psychology, Faculty of Humanities and Social Sciences, University of Rijeka, 

Rijeka, Croatia
42 Department of Education, Psychology, Philosophy, University of Cagliari, Cagliari, Italy
43 Department of Business Administration, International Islamic University Malaysia, Kuala Lumpur, 

Malaysia
44 Department of Organizational Management, Universidad ICESI, Cali, Colombia
45 Psychology Department, Universitas Brawijaya, Malang, Indonesia
46 Department of Social Psychology, Tilburg School of Social and Behavioral Sciences, Tilburg 

University, Tilburg, The Netherlands
47 Department of Psychology, National and Kapodistrian University of Athens, Athens, Greece
48 Department of Psychology, Faculty of Philosophy, University of Belgrade, Belgrade, Serbia
49 University of Haripur, KPK, Pakistan
50 Department of Psychology, University of Oslo, Oslo, Norway
51 Institute of Psychology, Faculty of Philosophy, Vilnius University, Vilnius, Lithuania
52 Department of Applied Psychology, Zurich University of Applied Sciences, Zurich, Switzerland
53 King Saud University, Riyadh, Saudi Arabia



Introduction to a Culturally Sensitive Measure of Well‑Being:…

1 3

54 Universidad Nacional de La Matanza, San Justo, Buenos Aires, Argentina
55 Department of Culture Studies, Tilburg University, Tilburg, The Netherlands
56 Department of Psychology, National Chengchi University, Taiwan, Republic of China
57 Psychology Department, University of Essex, Colchester, UK
58 Institute of Psychology, University of Brasilia, Brasília, Brazil
59 Department of Management and Marketing, Faculty of Business, Hong Kong Polytechnic 

University, Hung Hom, Hong Kong


	Introduction to a Culturally Sensitive Measure of Well-Being: Combining Life Satisfaction and Interdependent Happiness Across 49 Different Cultures
	Abstract
	1 Introduction
	1.1 Measures of Well-Being and Cultural Context
	1.2 A New Approach

	2 Methods
	2.1 Participants and Countries
	2.2 Measures
	2.2.1 Cultural Norms for Type of Well-Being
	2.2.2 Actual Levels of Well-Being
	2.2.3 Culturally Sensitive Well-Being
	2.2.4 Experience of Positive and Negative Emotions
	2.2.5 Country Level: Individualism and Collectivism
	2.2.6 Country Level: Cultural Models of Selfhoods

	2.3 Statistical Analysis

	3 Results
	3.1 Country-Level Differences Between the Ideal Level of LS and IH
	3.2 Country-Level Differences Between the Actual Levels of LS and IH
	3.3 Cultural Norms for Type of Happiness
	3.4 Rankings According to Culturally Sensitive Happiness
	3.5 Culturally Sensitive Happiness and Emotional Experience
	3.6 Culturally Sensitive Happiness, Individualism and Selfhoods

	4 Discussion
	References




