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ARTICLE INFO ABSTRACT

Keywords: This study examines the interplay between relationship status, well-being, and values across 57
Well-being countries. We hypothesized that individuals in romantic relationships would report higher well-
Relationship status being (measured as happiness, harmony, and meaning in life) compared to singles. We antici-
:lcr]fi ZSrtz values pated that in cultures prioritizing relationships, the benefits of being coupled would be amplified,
Culture while in societies emphasizing autonomy, the well-being gap would diminish. Specifically, we

posited that values prevalent in WEIRD societies (Western, Educated, Industrialized, Rich, and
Democratic)-such as self-direction and achievement-would positively moderate the association
between relationship status and well-being, whereas values characteristic of non-WEIRD soci-
eties—such as tradition and conformity—would have a negative moderating effect. Our findings
support that coupled individuals generally report higher well-being; however, the moderating
effects of cultural values were more complex than expected. Cultural classifications of WEIRD and
non-WEIRD did not consistently explain the well-being gap. Interestingly, in cultures emphasizing
conformity, single and coupled individuals both reported greater meaning, leading to an overall
decrease in the well-being gap. Conversely, higher self-direction values were associated with a
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wider well-being gap, with singles experiencing decreased happiness and meaning. These findings
suggest that values such as conformity and self-direction exert domain-specific effects on well-
being, influenced by broader social context and individual perceptions. Our research highlights
the necessity of integrating cultural and individual factors in well-being research to achieve a
more nuanced understanding of the quality of life for singles and those in relationships.

Introduction

Individuals in long-term relationships often report higher well-being and life satisfaction compared to their single counterparts
(Apostolou et al., 2019; Girme et al., 2016). Recent research suggests that lower life satisfaction among singles arises not only from
unmet emotional needs but also from the lack of societal acceptance (Girme et al., 2022b). We hypothesize that values emphasized in a
given culture significantly moderate the link between relationship status and various dimensions of well-being. Societies that prioritize
traditional norms may pose challenges for singles, while those emphasizing independence and autonomy may create a more supportive
environment for them. This study investigates the role of cultural values in shaping the well-being of individuals in relationships and
singles, drawing on data from 57 countries, including both WEIRD (Western, Educated, Industrialized, Rich, Democratic) and
non-WEIRD societies (Henrich et al., 2010).

Relationships and well-being

Romantic love is a universal aspect of human experience, shaping emotions, behaviors, and cognitions across cultures and history
(Karandashev, 2015). Beyond its emotional appeal, romantic relationships are pivotal to individual well-being. Research consistently
shows that individuals in romantic partnerships report higher happiness compared to their single counterparts (Kislev, 2018; Waite,
2000). Empirical evidence indicates that a caring partner who expresses love, gratitude, and appreciation can provide emotional
support and alleviate loneliness (Waite & Gallagher, 2001). The greater subjective well-being among those in relationships may also
stem from higher sexual satisfaction (Lucas, 2008; Diener et al., 2000). Romantic relationships fulfill needs for social integration
(Coyne & DeLongis, 1986), mitigate stress (Markey et al., 2007), and reduce unhealthy behaviors (Whitton et al., 2013). As a result,
married or cohabiting individuals tend to experience better mental and physical health (Gove et al., 1983; Holt-Lunstad et al., 2008).

In many societies, romantic relationships are seen as essential for happiness and a sense of purpose in life (DePaulo & Morris, 2005).
This belief is rooted in the assumption that the need to belong is a fundamental human motivation (Baumeister & Leary, 2017).
Marriage and family structures are often viewed as sources of emotional security, love, and care (Kaiser & Kashy, 2005). Beyond
emotional benefits, individuals in committed relationships frequently enjoy socioeconomic advantages, such as greater financial
stability, access to resources, and enhanced social security (Byrne & Carr, 2005; Finkel et al., 2014). Partnerships may also boost
well-being through the valued social status they provide (Amato, 2014). In contrast, single individuals may have fewer opportunities to
satisfy their attachment needs (Baumeister & Leary, 2017; Deci & Ryan, 2000), experience more negative emotions (Adamczyk &
Segrin, 2015), and face negative health outcomes, all of which diminish their overall well-being (Holt-Lunstad et al., 2015).

Singlehood as a social stigma

Recent research indicates that lower well-being reported by uncoupled individuals is influenced not only by the absence of
emotional bonds they need and desire but also by the intolerance they encounter in society (Girme et al., 2022a). In many contexts,
singles face institutional discrimination in areas such as housing, healthcare, and taxation, where benefits are typically reserved for
married couples and families (DePaulo, 2007; Morris et al., 2008). Social stereotypes further exacerbate these challenges, portraying
singles as less sociable, attractive, or well-adjusted, while attributing higher levels of neuroticism to them (Greitemeyer, 2009). These
stereotypes contribute to experiences of discrimination and stigmatization (Byrne & Carr, 2005; Girme et al., 2022a), which mediate
the link between relationship status and well-being (Girme et al., 2022a) Collectively, this evidence suggests that social context
characterized by institutional and interpersonal discrimination, along with the lack of emotional support, may undermine the
well-being of single individuals.

Cross-cultural differences in perspectives and values

Although romantic love is a universal experience, its expression varies widely across cultures (Karandashev, 2015). Rituals, social
norms and expectations surrounding relationships are often deeply rooted in cultural contexts. In societies experiencing economic or
political instability, family and marriage often function as mechanisms for safety, stability, and mutual support. In these contexts,
which are typically categorized as non-WEIRD, strong social norms emphasize the centrality of family and marital relationships to
individual identity and well-being. This cultural emphasis can result in the stigmatization of singlehood, potentially diminishing the
well-being of individuals who do not conform to these expectations. Consequently, cultures that prioritize traditional values may
exacerbate the challenges faced by single individuals.

In contrast, societies characterized by stable political and economic conditions and a cultural shift toward individualism, often
classified as WEIRD, tend to emphasize self-expression and personal autonomy over traditional family structures (Kislev, 2018). In
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such societies, where self-realization is regarded as a virtue rather than a fault, the normative pressure to marry and maintain lifelong
romantic relationships is reduced. Additionally, the increasing rates of separation and divorce contribute to the normalization of
singlehood, further alleviating societal stigma associated with being unmarried (Girme et al., 2022b; Kislev, 2019).
Individual-centered cultures are thus likely to provide a more supportive environment for singles, potentially mitigating the negative
effects of singlehood on well-being. Evidence from post-materialist societies supports this notion, with studies showing that single
individuals in these contexts often report higher levels of well-being compared to their counterparts in more family-oriented cultures
(Girme et al., 2022a).

Cultural differences are embodied in the values prioritized within a society. At the individual level, values shape self-concept and
guide attitudes and behaviors (Adamczyk et al., 2024). At the collective level, the dominant values within a community become
defining characteristics of its culture. These culturally-shaped value orientations play a significant role in defining what constitutes the
"good life" across different societies (Krys et al., 2021). In Schwartz’s (1992) widely accepted framework for understanding values, two
core values— self-direction and achievement—are closely associated with individualistic cultures, while tradition and conformity are
more prominent in collectivist societies. It seems that values emphasizing personal autonomy may promote conditions in which being
single is easier, while traditional values may reduce the well-being of singles.

Multidimensionality of well-being

Most research on well-being relies on the construct of subjective well-being (Diener, et al., 1999), which encompasses three
components: 1) life satisfaction—a cognitive evaluation of one’s overall life, 2) the presence of positive emotional experiences, and 3)
the absence of negative emotional experiences. Similarly, most studies validating Diener’s (1984) theory have been conducted pre-
dominantly in WEIRD societies (Henrich et al., 2010). Meanwhile, recent findings (e.g., Gorski et al., 2024) highlight that well-being is
a multidimensional phenomenon, incorporating components such as a sense of meaning, harmony, spirituality, and happiness. These
dimensions vary significantly across cultures, particularly in contexts where maximizing happiness is not an idealized goal (Krys et al.,
2024a, 2024b). Given that our study is uniquely positioned to capture the complexity of well-being in both WEIRD and non-WEIRD
populations, we aim to move beyond the traditional conceptualization of well-being as a balance of positive and negative emotions by
addressing three dimensions to provide a more comprehensive understanding of cultural differences in well-being.

The present research

Most studies on the association between relationship status and well-being have focused on WEIRD samples, often reinforcing
heteronormative narratives surrounding family and marriage (Henrich et al., 2010). To address this limitation, the current study
investigates well-being of single and partnered individuals across 57 countries, including both WEIRD and non-WEIRD populations.
We examine two key questions: (1) Does the association between being single and well-being vary across cultural contexts? (2) Do the
values emphasized in different cultures moderate the association between relationship status and well-being?

Based on previous findings (e.g., Apostolou et al., 2019; Apostolou et al., 2024; Diener et al., 2015; Hsu & Barrett, 2020), we
hypothesize that being single, as opposed to being in a committed relationship, is associated with lower well-being. We expect that the
well-being gap between singles and those in relationships will be smaller in countries categorized as WEIRD, and larger in those that do
not belong to this category. This cultural diversity should also become evident when, instead of relying on the WEIRD classification, we
analyze the predominant values in specific countries. Accordingly, we predict that the association between relationship status and
well-being will be moderated by four specific values from Schwartz’s value framework (Schwartz, 1992). Self-direction and
achievement, values prevalent in individually-oriented WEIRD societies, are expected to positively moderate the association between
relationship status and well-being. In contrast, tradition and conformity — values characteristic of non-WEIRD societies — are antici-
pated to moderate it negatively. In other words, we expect the association between being single and lower well-being to be weaker in
cultural contexts where individual-oriented values are promoted and stronger in those where traditional values dominate.

Method
Participants

We analyzed data from a large cross-cultural study examining the psychological aspects of societal development and ideal types of
well-being. The data were collected from 70 diverse cultures between 2022 and early 2024 (N = 24,053). Collaborators from various
countries translated the template English version of the questionnaire into their respective languages and administered it to conve-
nience samples, including university students, research panel participants, and snowball samples. Informed consent was obtained from
all participants.

Because the current study examined only selected variables related to well-being, relationship status and Schwartz values
(Schwartz, 1992), we included into analyses only those countries where at least 30 respondents had answered either negatively or
positively to the question, "Are you currently in a long-term relationship?" and passed all attention checks. This criterion reduced the
dataset to 57 countries: Algeria, Australia, Austria, Azerbaijan, Bosnia and Herzegovina, Brazil, Bulgaria, Canada, Chile, China,
Colombia, Croatia, Czechia, Ecuador, Estonia, France, Georgia, Germany, Ghana, Hungary, Iceland, Indonesia, Ireland, Italy, Jordan,
Kazakhstan, Kenya, Korea South, Luxembourg, Madagascar, Malaysia, Mexico, Morocco, Nigeria, Palestine, Peru, Philippines, Poland,
Portugal, Romania, Russia, Saudi Arabia, Senegal, Serbia, Slovakia, South Africa, Spain, Suriname, Taiwan, Trinidad and Tobago,



M. Smieja et al. International Journal of Intercultural Relations 108 (2025) 102232

Turkey, Uganda, Ukraine, United Kingdom, United States of America, Venezuela, Vietnam. (N =15,206). These countries were
grouped into seven cultural regions, as proposed by (Krys et al., 2024a, 2024b). In the final sample, 8725 participants identified as
women, 5004 as men, 111 chose ‘other,” 121 chose ‘I don’t want to answer this question,” and 1245 constituted missing data. Ages of
participants ranged from 19 to 90 (M = 30.80, SD = 12.40). The mean age for women was 29.90 (SD = 11.60), while for men it was
32.50 (SD = 13.50).

Measures

Relationship status
Relationship status was assessed with a question “Are you currently in a long-term relationship?” with possible answers "Yes” or
No”.

Happiness

Happiness was measured using 5 items from Diener et al., (1985) Satisfaction with Life Scale. Participants responded to statements
such as “You are satisfied with your life” on a 5-point scale from 0 (doesn’t describe me at all) to 4 (describes me exactly). The measure
demonstrated good reliability (Cronbach’s a for the full sample =.71).

Harmony

Harmony was assessed using The Harmony in Life Scale (Kjell et al., 2015). It consists of 4 items, such as "Most aspects of your life are
in balance”, to which participants respond using a 5-point scale from 0 (doesn’t describe me at all) to 4 (describes me exactly). The scale
also showed good reliability, with Cronbach’s o = .69.

Meaning in Life

Meaning in Life was measured using the “Presence” subscale from The Meaning in Life Questionnaire (Steger et al., 2006). It com-
prises 4 items, e.g., ,,Your life has a clear sense of purpose”, assessed on a 5-point scale from 0 (doesn’t describe me at all) to 4 (describes
me exactly). The scale exhibited good reliability (Cronbach’s a =.78).

Schwartz’s values

We measured Schwartz’s values (Schwartz, 1992) using the Short Schwartz’s Value Survey (Lindeman & Verkasalo, 2005). The short
version of the scale comprises 10 values, each accompanied by relevant items (in parentheses) out of which we analyzed four, i.e.,:
achievement (success, capability, ambition, influence on people and events), self-direction (creativity, freedom, curiosity, indepen-
dence, choosing one’s own goals), tradition (respect for tradition, humbleness, accepting one’s portion in life, devotion, modesty), and
conformity (obedience, honoring parents and elders, self-discipline, politeness). Participants were asked to rate the importance as a
life-guiding principle of the selected values by assessing the corresponding value items on a 9-point scale ranging from 0 (opposed to my
principles), 1 (not important), 4 (important), to 8 (of supreme importance). We aggregated the value scores to the country level and
computed the mean for each value within each of the 57 countries. All the selected values, except for achievement crossed the accepted
threshold of ICC = 0.05 (see Table 1).

Control variables

Gender and age were used as control variables for the models. Gender was assessed with a single item “What is your gender?” with
possible answers: female, male, other and “I don’t want to answer this question”. Due to a small number of answers for the “other”
option, only female and male were used for the models, and other questions were coded as lack of data. Male gender was coded as 0.5
and female as 0.5. Age was standardized.

Statistical approach

Given the complexity of our data (i.e., varying sample sizes, multiple variables entered as random effects in the models), we decided
to employ the Bayesian approach, as it is more flexible when handling complex data than the commonly used frequentist approach
(Kruschke & Liddell, 2018; Etz & Vandekerckhove, 2018). Unlike the frequentist approach, which relies on single point estimates, the
Bayesian approach approximates the parameters based on probability distributions. This allows for calculating models that would
otherwise not converge when applying the frequentist approach. The Bayesian approach expresses results through probabilistic
statements, e.g., via providing 95 % Bayesian Credible Intervals (CIs), which define the range of parameter values that have a 95 %

Table 1

ICC values for the selected Schwartz’s values.
Value ICC
Achievement 0.04
Self-Direction 0.10
Tradition 0.12
Conformity 0.19
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probability of being true, given the priors and data observed (Valori et al., 2020). This differentiates it from the null hypothesis
significance testing, focused on rejecting or failing to reject a null hypothesis based on p-values. Through the emphasis on uncertainty
and probabilistic interpretation, the Bayesian approach provides more thorough insights into the data analysis (McElreath, 2015;
Valori et al., 2020).

For the analysis of the difference in well-being between single and coupled individuals, we used Welch t-test and estimated Cohen’s
d. For between-country analysis, we employed Bayesian mixed-effects models with brms package in R (Biirkner, 2017). We used
weakly informative priors (student-t distribution with 3 degrees of freedom, a mean of 0, and a scale of 10), 4 chains and 8000 it-
erations per chain, as well as a 2,000-iteration warm-up. All reported models had more than 1000 effective samples, and scale
reduction factor (rhat) was below 1.01 for each parameter. Random intercepts and slopes for relationship status, gender, and age were
modeled to account for clustering within countries. For moderation analysis, we included the aggregated Schwartz values as mod-
erators of the random effect of relationship status.

Results
Descriptive statistics

Table 2 presents descriptive statistics (means, standard deviations) for the three measures of well-being (Happiness, Harmony and
Meaning in Life) among single and coupled individuals. We also provide the average age of the participants, and the percentage of
participants identifying as women in both groups.

Main effect: relationship status and well-being

Results of the Bayesian mixed models for three components of well-being are presented in Table 3. Coupled (vs. single) individuals
had higher levels of happiness, harmony and meaning in life.

We further compared coupled and single individuals in each country using the Welch t test. Results are presented in Fig. 1. Coupled
and single individuals significantly differed in happiness in 32 countries (Mg = - 0.36, SD4 = 0.21, from —-0.83 - to 0.03). Differences in
harmony were observed in 25 countries (Mg = —0.30, SD4 = 0.20, from -0.91-0.06). In terms of meaning in life, significant differences
were observed in 28 countries (Mg = —0.30, SDg = 0.23, from —0.77-0.24). In all significant comparisons single individuals declared
lower levels of well-being than their coupled counterparts. Detailed results of all comparisons are presented in the
Appendix (Appendix: Table 2).

Overall, the results suggest that coupled individuals generally experience higher levels of well-being, however, this relationship
varies significantly across different countries.

Moderation by values

Out of 12 moderation analyses (three components of well-being * four Schwartz values), we observed three, where the effects did
not include zero in their 95 % credible intervals (see Table 4). Interaction effects of these models are presented in Fig. 2.

For two components of well-being, self-direction moderated the impact of relationship status. The difference between single and
coupled individuals increased with the increase in self-direction. For happiness, the impact of self-direction contained zero for people
in relationships (B = 0.02, 95 % CI [-0.05, 0.11]), and singles (B = - 0.04, 95 % CI [-0.13, 0.06]), but due to the opposite direction of
trends, the differences increased. In case of meaning, self-direction was negatively associated for both singles (B = —0.19, 95 % CI
[-0.26, —0.13]) and coupled individuals (B = —0.13, 95 % CI [-0.19, —0.08]), but for singles this relationship was stronger. Overall, the
results suggest that the difference between single and coupled individuals in two components of well-being is larger, when self-
direction is higher.

Conformity moderated the impact of the relationship status for meaning, but not for happiness or harmony. Conformity was
positively associated with meaning for both coupled and single individuals, but the association was stronger for singles (B = 0.19, 95 %
CI [0.12, 0.25]) than for people in relationships (B = 0.13, 95 % CI [0.07, 0.18]). Overall, the results suggest that the difference in
meaning between singles and coupled individuals decreases, when conformity increases.

Tradition and achievement did not moderate the effect of relationship status on any components of well-being (see Table 4).

Table 2

Descriptive statistics for single and coupled individuals.
Variable Single Coupled
Age (years) M =27.52 (SD = 10.36) M =33.94 (SD = 13.31)
N 4291 4432
Female (%) 64 % 64 %
Happiness M =1.95 (SD = 0.82) M =2.25 (SD = 0.76)
Harmony M =2.31(SD = 0.82) M =2.52 (SD = 0.76)
Meaning in Life M =2.42(SD=1.01) M =2.70 (SD = 0.91)
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Table 3
Mixed model analysis examining the impact of relationship status on components of well-being (happiness, harmony, and meaning in life), controlling
for gender.

Happiness Harmony Meaning

Predictors Est CI (95 %) Est CI (95 %) Est CI (95 %)
Intercept 0.03 —0.05, 0.11 0.02 —0.04, 0.09 0.03 —0.04, 0.10
Relationship status 0.31 0.26, 0.37 0.23 0.19, 0.28 0.24 0.19, 0.30
Age (z) 0.05 0.02, 0.07 0.09 0.05, 0.11 0.13 0.11, 0.16
Gender 0.05 0.01, 0.10 —0.03 —0.08, 0.01 —0.04 —0.08, —0.00
1CC 0.10 0.07 0.08
N 57 Countries 57 Countries 57 Countries
Observations 13662 13662 13662
Marginal R?/ Conditional R? 0.03/0.12 0.03 / 0.08 0.04 /

0.10

Note. In “Relationship status” being single was coded as 0 and being in relationship was coded as 1. Male gender was coded as —0.5 and female as 0.5.
Credible estimations are in bold.

Discussion

In this study, we examined the interplay between relationship status, values, and well-being. Guided by the existing literature, we
hypothesized that individuals in romantic relationships would report higher levels of well-being, specifically, greater happiness,
harmony and a sense of meaning — compared to singles. We further posited that values emphasized in specific cultures would moderate
this association. Specifically, we anticipated that values prevalent in WEIRD societies—such as self-direction and achievement—would
mitigate the negative impact of being single on well-being, whereas values more typical of non-WEIRD countries—such as conformity
and tradition—could reinforce these challenges, leading to a greater gap in well-being between singles and individuals in relationships.
Our analysis, which included data from 57 countries spanning both WEIRD and non-WEIRD populations, provided nuanced insights
into these dynamics.

Relationship status and well-being in different cultures

Consistent with prior research, coupled individuals reported significantly higher levels of well-being compared to single individuals
across all dimensions assessed. Among the 57 countries analyzed, singles reported lower levels of happiness in 32 countries, lower
levels of harmony in 25 countries, and lower levels of meaning in life in another 28 countries. However, contrary to our expectations,
the countries where the effect was significant were not exclusively non-WEIRD. On the contrary, many WEIRD countries were included
in this group. This unexpected result may have several possible explanations. First, broad cultural categorizations, such as the WEIRD/
non-WEIRD dichotomy, may not fully capture the observed patterns. Factors such as industrialization and education may play more
critical roles than wealth or political structure in shaping social norms and expectations surrounding relationships. This might explain
why countries like Ukraine and China are included alongside Australia and Poland, despite differences in other cultural dimensions. On
the other hand, some countries where the effect was not observed share characteristics with those where it is present, suggesting that a
limited number of WEIRD traits may not effectively differentiate the groups. It is possible that other hidden factors, unrelated to the
WEIRD characteristics, distinguish countries where the effect is significant from those where it is not (see, for example, Kowal et al.,
2024). We also cannot rule out the possibility that non-cultural factors, such as sampling strategy, influenced the strength of the
observed effect.

Another explanation for these unexpected findings lies in the interaction of factors influencing the well-being of single individuals.
Given that Western societies are experiencing an epidemic of loneliness (Jeste et al., 2020), particularly among young people
(Shovestul et al., 2020), we may suspect that the reduced societal pressure to marry or have children does not compensate for the
suffering associated with the lack of intimate companionship. In WEIRD societies, singles may feel less discriminated against but more
lonely.

Despite greater acceptance of their lifestyle, the deprivation of close interpersonal connections may significantly reduce their
overall well-being. This contrasts with collectivist cultures, where, as described by Krys et al., 2019, the "basic unit of survival" is the
group rather than the individual. In such contexts, the positive impact of support from family and friends may outweigh the negative
impact of social pressure.

Undoubtedly, both cultural and individual factors contribute meaningfully to well-being, although their effects may counterbal-
ance one another. Our results highlight the complexity of cultural and psychological influences on the well-being of single individuals.

Moderating role of values

We hypothesized that certain values emphasized in individual-centered cultures—such as self-direction and achievement—would
alleviate the life challenges faced by singles, whereas collectivist values—such as conformity and tradition—might exacerbate these
challenges. Our results revealed an almost opposite trend. The higher the value placed on conformity within a society, the greater the
sense of meaning experienced by single individuals. This positive relationship also extended to the sense of meaning among individuals



M. Smieja et al. International Journal of Intercultural Relations 108 (2025) 102232

A) B)
- - | Korg?‘ South o

i

ax
Saniﬂr r:E

Korea ?mth b

United States of
”ﬁllllsl ‘lé le]

el
Sout, allnc Soutt
Trwmilﬁ{f‘gd idq 10{: Luxer
g: r'IadaéraOscev
Kaza 5 [
A E
Modggie 3 ‘
e Bosnia and Herze'govmi
ep ﬁ%’u Ugﬁl:{zs
Bosnia and Hr:rzecigwna 1 \cva‘iJé
L Vepezuela 5
Cz c]m 1 mania <
ARiElR el
5 1 o |
‘-lo'rﬁz?r‘?l; 1 Ph\ﬁpegsw%e% 9
razi = - r J raz - -
-1.0 0.5 0.0 0.5 -1.0 -0.5 0.0 0.5
Difference in Happiness (d) Difference in Harmony (d)
Region

United States of omo
ietnam =
Lux:@i)ou

. Confucian-influenced
Latin America/Carribean

g
B vena

W]

Trinidad ar Hf'?ihd

~ Non-Confucian Asia/Oceania
. Post Soviet Bloc (outside EU)
. Sub-Saharan Africa

e

United ngdor

WEIRD

E‘I'iﬂl
{Rina

Ve ezui a4
Phili

-1.0 0.5 0.0 0.5
Difference in Meaning (d)

Fig. 1. Difference in well-being (happiness, harmony and meaning in life) between coupled and single individuals. Note. Difference is shown in Cohen’s d.
Panel A) shows difference in happiness, B) in harmony and C) in meaning of life. CI 95 %.

inrelationships. Overall, the disparity in meaning in life between singles and those in relationships decreased as the level of conformity
increased. Does this imply that cultures valuing obedience and self-discipline provide a more favorable environment for singles? Is it
possible that a higher level of conformity enhances singles’ sense of meaning in life? These findings imply that a collective orientation,
characterized by norms that provide structure and hierarchy, may benefit singles, mitigating the well-being gap. However, these
associations may not stem from the causal link between conformity and well-being. Instead, they might arise from a shared preference
for structure, order, and hierarchy, which align with the pursuit of meaning in life. It is plausible that in cultures where conformist
values are prioritized, individuals are better equipped to find meaning in life because these values resonate with their psychological
needs. The lack of significant associations between conformity and happiness or harmony supports this interpretation, indicating that
the influence of conformity is domain-specific rather than universally enhancing well-being.
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Table 4

Interaction effects between relationship status and Schwartz’s values for well-being.
Schwartz value Happiness Harmony Meaning

Est 95 % CI Est 95 % CI Est 95 % CI

Self-direction 0.07 0.01, 0.12 0.03 —0.01, 0.08 0.06 0.01, 0.11
Conformity —0.05 —0.10, 0.01 —0.02 —0.07, 0.03 —0.06 —0.11, —0.002
Tradition —0.04 —0.09, 0.01 —0.02 —0.06, 0.03 —0.04 —0.09, 0.02
Achievement —0.05 —0.10, 0.005 —0.04 —0.08, 0.005 —0.04 —0.10, 0.01

Note. Credible estimations are in bold.

The results showed that self-direction was not directly associated with happiness levels in either singles or coupled individuals.
However, opposing trends within the two groups—where self-direction increased happiness for those in relationships but decreased it
for singles—led to a widening gap in happiness between them. In both groups, self-direction was associated with lower levels of
meaning. Overall, it appears that a lower societal emphasis on self-direction may be more beneficial for singles in terms of their sense of
meaning and happiness. Surprisingly, in societies where independence is less valued, singles tend to feel better. This finding is
particularly striking, as it challenges the common assumption that greater emphasis on independence universally enhances well-being.
A possible interpretation of this finding is that a strong societal emphasis on freedom of choice may burden singles with a sense of
"blame" for being single, while a reduced focus on individual choice might ease this pressure. In societies where freedom and individual
choice are less valued, singlehood may be attributed more to external circumstances or limited opportunities rather than personal
choice. Paradoxically, such societies might stereotype singles less and offer them greater support. By reducing the attribution of
singlehood to personal responsibility, these cultures may create an environment where singles experience less social pressure and
greater acceptance, positively influencing their well-being.

However, the interpretation of the significant associations should not cloud our understanding of the broader picture of the results.
Of the four values identified as particularly characteristic of a given cultural context (WEIRD: self-direction and achievement; non-
WEIRD: tradition and conformity), two proved to be insignificant, while two had significant effects—but in the opposite direction
to our initial hypotheses. Conformity and self-direction were related to happiness and meaning in life, but not to harmony. Many of the
significant effects were similar for singles and individuals in relationships. Also, additional analyses conducted on the remaining six
values from Schwartz’s model revealed only 3 significant correlations (out of 18 possible ones) with the well-being of singles or in-
dividuals in relationships (see Appendix: Table 3, Fig. 1). This suggests that the impact of values on an individual’s well-being is neither
strong nor direct. Our results indicate rather that the association between the dominant values within a given culture and individuals’
well-being, as influenced by their relationship status, is complex. Traditional values do not directly reduce the well-being of singles,
nor do values related to independence, or the achievement of individual goals significantly enhance it. Paradoxically, although more
traditional cultures may impose pressure to adopt conventional social roles, they may also provide substantial support for uncoupled
individuals through strong family or neighborhood ties. In contrast, cultures promoting autonomy and independence may offer fewer
opportunities to fulfill the need for closeness in other social relationships, which can significantly diminish the well-being of singles.
Overall, our results suggest that factors related to fulfilling personal needs for intimate relationships and cultural influences operate
simultaneously, likely counterbalancing each other’s effects.

Limitations and future directions

While our study offers valuable insights, it is not without limitations. The cross-sectional design limits our ability to draw causal
inferences about the association between relationship status and well-being. The reliance on self-reported data may introduce biases,
such as social desirability effects. Although the use of previously collected data offers undeniable advantages, it also entails certain
drawbacks. A study specifically designed to test our hypotheses would likely include more comprehensive data regarding participants’
relationship status. Most importantly, we would collect information on the extent to which being single is perceived as an unpleasant
necessity versus a deliberate lifestyle choice. Previous research has demonstrated that the perception of singlehood, whether voluntary
or involuntary, significantly impacts well-being. For instance, Hsu and Barrett (2020) found that while never-married, formerly
married, and remarried individuals did not differ on negative well-being indicators, they did exhibit differences on positive indicators.
Specifically, never-married singles reported the lowest levels of self-acceptance, purpose in life, and social relations, but the highest
levels of autonomy compared to formerly married or remarried individuals. Similarly, Apostolou and colleagues (2024) showed that
involuntarily single individuals report lower levels of emotional well-being than those who are either voluntarily single or between
relationships.

Singles may desire a romantic relationship for various reasons, ranging from intrinsic motivations for connection to external
pressures, such as family or societal expectations. For those who perceive their singlehood as voluntary, it may be experienced as a
form of autonomy, competence, and freedom. In contrast, individuals who view their singlehood as involuntary may feel lonely and
frustrated. It is possible that societal pressure to be in a relationship operates differently when it aligns with a frustrated desire for
intimacy, compared to when it conflicts with personal lifestyle preferences. In societies emphasizing individual-oriented values, those
who actively choose the single lifestyle and prioritize independence may exhibit higher levels of well-being. Conversely, this may not
hold true for individuals who desire a partner but struggle to find one despite their efforts. Therefore, differentiating between
voluntary and involuntary singlehood is crucial for understanding its impact on well-being and offers a more nuanced perspective on
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this phenomenon.

Our study also lacked detailed information about two important aspects of participants’ current relationships. The first pertains to
the imprecise measurement of relationship duration and type. In future studies, the question of whether a participant is in a long-term
relationship should be formulated with greater precision, capturing not only the participant’s subjective understanding of what
constitutes “long-term,” but also the specific duration of the relationship. It would also be important to clarify the types of relationships
participants are instructed to consider. Similarly, future research would benefit from asking about participants’specific relationship
status—for example, whether they are married, cohabiting, divorced, or remarried—as this could shed light on meaningful differences
among various forms of long-term romantic partnerships. The second aspect concerns relationship quality. Scholars have increasingly
recognized that not all relationships are preferable to being single, and recent research underscores that relationship quality is a critical
determinant of well-being. While individuals in satisfying relationships report higher well-being than singles, those in unsatisfying
relationships experience lower well-being compared to typical singles (Pieh et al., 2020). Poor-quality relationships are associated with
negative emotions and decreased well-being (Kiecolt-Glaser & Newton, 2001; Lemay et al., 2012). We suspect that the greater disparity
in well-being observed between individuals in relationships and singles in WEIRD societies is partly attributable to the higher prev-
alence of high-quality relationships in these regions. In societies where social pressure to enter or remain in a relationship is lower, and
barriers to dissolution are reduced, individuals are more likely to maintain satisfying relationships while leaving those that are
unfulfilling or detrimental to well-being. In contrast, within collectivist societies, individuals may remain in relationships due to social
expectations, financial dependency, or psychological reliance, which may result in relationships that do not enhance well-being. This
suggests that the association between relationship status and well-being may be contingent upon relationship quality and the
socio-cultural context. Future research should aim to collect more nuanced data on the underlying causes and types of relationship
statuses, examining how these factors interact with cultural norms to influence individual well-being.

The limitations of our study also extend to sample selection and size. There was an unequal distribution of participants across
countries and relationship status categories. This aspect would have been easier to control or address if the data had been collected
specifically for this study. The sample size in some countries was small, which could have adversely affected the statistical significance
of our results. Another limitation stems from the use of convenience sampling, which often leads to an overrepresentation of student
populations and undercoverage of other demographic groups. Consequently, even in countries classified as non-WEIRD, this study may
have included primarily educated individuals, neglecting less-educated populations. This sampling bias may distort results, as con-
clusions are based on data subsets that do not accurately reflect the broader population. Future research should prioritize the selection
of balanced and representative samples, that proportionally reflect various regions of the world and include a more age-diverse
population. This approach may shed light on differences in well-being among younger single and coupled individuals as opposed
to their counterparts over the age of 40, who were underrepresented in the current study. Ensuring a more diverse and inclusive
participant pool will contribute to a more robust and generalizable understanding of the phenomena under investigation.

Conclusions and Implications

The results of our study revealed a reality that is far more complex and nuanced than our initial hypotheses suggested. Analyzing
data from 57 countries, we observed the expected trend that individuals in relationships report higher well-being than singles.
However, contrary to our hypotheses, neither the country’s classification as WEIRD or non-WEIRD nor the dominant cultural values
significantly influenced the magnitude of this disparity in the expected way. Does this imply that cultural factors are irrelevant?
Certainly not. Rather, our findings underscore the necessity of accounting for the complexity of the interactions between cultural and
individual influences on well-being. Future research should undoubtedly control for individual factors when measuring cultural
variables. These factors should encompass the voluntary choice of one’s relationship status, the quality of relationships, but also the
respondent’s perception of their society’s emphasis on romantic relationships, and their level of alignment with dominant cultural
narratives surrounding romantic unions.

Our study advances prior research in two significant ways. First, unlike most studies supporting Diener’s (1984) theory of sub-
jective well-being—which have been predominantly conducted in WEIRD societies (Henrich et al., 2010)—it moves beyond the
traditional conceptualization of well-being as a balance of positive and negative emotions. Second, by integrating Schwartz’s values
framework (Schwartz, 1992), it provides a nuanced perspective on how cultural orientations influence the association between
relationship status and well-being. This approach deepens our understanding of the interplay between personal and cultural factors,
offering valuable insights into how societal values shape individual experiences of well-being across diverse cultural contexts.

The intricate associations between personal and cultural factors present valuable opportunities for further exploration and the
development of tailored interventions at both the public policy and mental health levels. For instance, in cultures that prioritize
conformity, fostering a supportive community for single individuals could help mitigate the well-being gap. Conversely, in cultures
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that emphasize self-direction, providing support for individual goals within relationships may enhance the well-being of those in
partnerships. Ultimately, this study highlights the need for a deeper, more integrated understanding of the sociocultural factors that
influence well-being.
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Table 1

Demographic information and descriptive statistics for the 57 countries.

Country n Coupled Single Female % Age Happiness Harmony Meaning Self-direction Achievement Tradition Conformity
Algeria 981 541 440 0.53 35.57 (12.61) 2.34 (0.78) 2.52 (0.75) 2.96 (0.74) —1.64 0.49 1.45 1.71
Australia 545 341 204 0.51 52.76 (19.32) 1.94 (0.99) 2.33(0.9) 2.26 (1.02) 0.83 -2.01 0.95 0.08
Austria 216 95 121 0.75 27.19 (8.79) 2.39 (0.80) 2.55 (0.70) 2.38 (0.98) 0.98 -0.87 -1.77 —-0.43
Azerbaijan 112 39 73 0.19 24.76 (8.73) 1.81 (0.85) 2.28 (0.65) 2.82(0.82) —0.06 1.02 —0.42 —0.48
Bosnia and 292 160 132 0.79 29.94 (12.36) 2.33(0.77) 2.62 (0.66) 2.74 (0.83) -0.28 -0.14 -0.22 0.66
Herzegovina
Brazil 67 35 32 0.56 29.82 (9.72) 2.04 (0.89) 2.14 (0.87) 2.42(1.13) -0.14 -0.27 -0.29 0.2
Bulgaria 204 120 84 0.51 33.34 (10.72) 2.24 (0.91) 2.59 (0.83) 2.98 (0.93) -0.11 -0.72 1.35 0.43
Canada 224 70 154 0.81 21.64 (3.43) 2.01 (0.82) 2.15 (0.7) 2.15 (1.02) 0.37 0.92 -0.17 -0.83
Chile 120 78 42 0.74 29.05 (9.79) 2.26 (0.83) 2.5(0.73) 2.63 (1.03) —-0.41 -1.11 0.47 0.16
China 213 118 95 0.49 26.02 (6.09) 2.28 (0.98) 2.87 (0.75) 2.82(0.88) -0.75 0.16 1.19 0.66
Colombia 227 119 108 0.52 29.15 (11.32) 2.76 (0.73) 2.90 (0.70) 2.88 (0.82) —0.53 0.25 0.13 0.17
Croatia 190 124 66 0.88 35.82 (13.80) 2.36 (0.72) 2.44 (0.60) 2.61 (0.84) 0.36 0.37 —-1.26 -0.63
Czechia 161 96 65 0.81 34.22 (13.40) 2.32(0.77) 2.23(0.83) 2.34 (0.93) 1.23 -1.36 -0.27 —0.62
Ecuador 168 92 76 0.48 28.67 (9.12) 2.10 (0.96) 2.61 (0.76) 2.69 (1.02) —0.91 —0.44 0.8 0.43
Estonia 194 123 71 0.75 37.25 (13.68) 2.36 (0.71) 2.49 (0.67) 2.55 (0.86) 0.85 —-0.49 —0.62 —0.49
France 155 100 55 0.87 36.22 (14.08) 2.22 (0.86) 2.42 (0.77) 2.33 (0.94) 2.45 -2.13 -1.07 —1.84
Georgia 147 58 89 0.79 34.04 (14.56) 1.63 (0.70) 2.16 (0.65) 2.45 (1.03) 0.53 —-1.65 —0.46 -1.35
Germany 247 142 105 0.61 29.37 (10.63) 2.33(0.78) 2.47 (0.77) 2.35 (1.03) 1.16 -0.75 —1.47 -0.35
Ghana 143 34 109 0.58 24.68 (3.66) 2.01 (0.80) 2.63 (0.77) 2.97 (0.84) —-1.49 1.3 0.53 0.9
Hungary 462 248 214 0.76 24.27 (6.54) 2.35(0.79) 2.43 (0.80) 2.49 (0.99) 0.37 0.92 —0.44 —0.09
Iceland 239 114 125 0.7 29.43 (8.91) 2.23 (0.84) 2.40 (0.78) 2.25 (1.03) 0.94 0.89 —0.01 —-1.06
Indonesia 196 39 157 0.81 20.59 (2.92) 2.1 (0.74) 2.44 (0.61) 2.27 (0.90) —0.64 0.43 0.71 1.24
Ireland 225 91 134 0.62 25.48 (7.70) 2.11 (0.87) 2.14 (0.78) 2.23 (1.01) 0.68 0.96 -0.14 -1.29
Italy 116 71 45 0.58 33.26 (12.82) 2.24 (0.80) 2.49 (0.74) 2.56 (0.80) 1.54 0.9 —0.55 -1.19
Jordan 210 99 111 0.66 33.33 (11.11) 2.16 (0.83) 2.35(0.83) 2.71 (0.84) -1.92 0.94 0.91 1.4
Kazakhstan 205 84 121 0.72 28.16 (11.64) 2.17 (0.82) 2.54 (0.84) 2.68 (1.04) 0.67 -0.5 —0.66 0
Kenya 131 71 60 0.4 28.79 (6.23) 1.82(1.01) 2.47 (0.93) 2.88 (0.97) —0.54 1.41 0.12 0.73
Korea South 200 43 157 0.6 22.45 (2.12) 2.23 (0.81) 2.52(0.75) 2.57 (0.93) 0.08 0.9 —0.42 0.04
Luxembourg 122 72 50 0.75 38.80 (19.34) 2.46 (0.7) 2.54 (0.75) 2.67 (0.88) 1.41 -1.32 -1.43 —0.32
Madagascar 172 110 62 0.53 29.34 (8.00) 1.63 (0.85) 2.2 (0.79) 2.61 (0.90) 0.17 0.53 —0.04 0.96
Malaysia 1227 482 745 0.72 29.09 (6.59) 1.73 (0.86) 2.19 (0.81) 2.26 (1.01) -0.6 —-0.06 0.78 0.66
Mexico 110 53 57 0.76 34.02 (15.29) 2.54 (0.86) 2.59 (0.82) 2.72 (1.08) 0.37 -0.92 0.94 -0.97
Morocco 135 58 77 0.40 29.40 (7.88) 1.67 (0.94) 2.22(0.88) 2.65 (0.93) —2.14 0.21 1.29 1.61
Nigeria 183 54 129 0.68 24.18 (7.67) 1.96 (0.92) 2.3 (0.89) 2.57 (1.00) -1.09 0.63 0.66 0.83
Palestine 182 77 105 0.61 40.83 (11.42) 2.38 (0.69) 2.41 (0.82) 2.71 (0.89) -1.72 0.09 1.47 1.29
Peru 118 53 65 0.58 30.40 (13.44) 2.17 (0.86) 2.48 (0.82) 2.71 (0.92) —0.65 —0.46 0.8 0.98
Philippines 187 74 113 0.65 26.48 (8.65) 1.76 (0.89) 2.08 (0.72) 2.30 (0.98) 0.77 0.07 —0.52 —0.84
Poland 208 121 87 0.51 28.69 (8.02) 1.73 (0.92) 2.19 (0.82) 2.19 (1.08) 1.28 0.58 -1.74 -1.15
Portugal 157 90 67 0.74 36.52 (16.21) 2.24 (0.84) 2.50 (0.75) 2.40 (0.85) 0.32 -1.74 —-0.26 -1.11
Romania 217 120 97 0.63 26.19 (8.87) 2.24 (0.86) 2.45 (0.73) 2.55 (0.93) 0.46 0.83 —1.45 -1.33
Russia 370 198 172 0.62 23.02 (3.58) 2.04 (0.91) 2.43 (0.85) 2.51 (1.02) 0.07 0.16 -0.53 -0.27
Saudi Arabia 104 32 72 0.66 26.12 (9.97) 2.09 (0.85) 2.44 (0.79) 2.73 (0.97) —1.92 0.6 1.17 1.52
Senegal 120 38 82 0.41 24.48 (4.40) 2.00 (0.80) 2.73 (0.65) 2.74 (0.88) -0.76 —1.04 2.14 1.89
Serbia 184 83 101 0.70 24.11 (3.52) 2.40 (0.71) 2.48 (0.67) 2.46 (0.92) 1.59 1.8 -2.24 -2.35
Slovakia 241 176 65 0.86 39.62 (13.26) 2.34 (0.80) 2.37 (0.78) 2.76 (0.98) 1 -2.91 0.1 —0.06
South Africa 410 253 157 0.51 31.90 (11.16) 1.83 (0.99) 2.33 (0.88) 2.62 (0.98) -0.1 0.4 0.48 0.33
Spain 229 107 122 0.68 25.93 (7.61) 2.36 (0.76) 2.47 (0.75) 2.34 (0.91) 0.71 0.51 —1.68 —0.96
Suriname 112 61 51 0.53 32.59 (12.21) 2.41 (0.73) 2.60 (0.75) 3.00 (0.85) -1.29 -1.14 1.04 1.31

(continued on next page)
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Table 1 (continued)

Country n Coupled Single Female % Age Happiness Harmony Meaning Self-direction Achievement Tradition Conformity
Taiwan 179 83 96 0.77 27.21 (6.03) 1.52 (0.86) 2.08 (0.88) 2.13 (1.01) 0.39 1.38 —-0.73 -1.14
Trinidad and Tobago 100 55 45 0.73 28.21 (9.50) 2.07 (0.92) 2.44 (0.87) 2.68 (1.06) —0.58 0.68 0.68 0.77
Turkey 1278 718 560 0.58 31.02 (11.85) 2.06 (0.82) 2.55 (0.73) 2.75 (0.83) —0.52 1.39 -1.37 0.28
Uganda 90 58 32 0.55 28.47 (5.08) 2.51 (0.71) 2.52 (0.69) 2.69 (0.78) -1.11 —-0.19 0.98 0.8
Ukraine 123 65 58 0.72 31.04 (12.35) 1.75 (0.9) 2.40 (0.88) 2.55 (1.07) 0.22 0.17 0.22 —0.65
United Kingdom 153 78 75 0.77 29.07 (12.39) 1.87 (0.85) 2.02 (0.77) 2.06 (0.96) 0.58 0.71 -1.13 —1.44
United States of America 278 177 101 0.67 31.36 (12.00) 1.89 (1.00) 2.22 (0.94) 2.36 (1.08) 0.98 0.14 —0.24 —-0.74
Venezuela 224 130 94 0.47 36.95 (12.36) 1.99 (0.95) 2.46 (0.77) 2.72(0.98) —0.44 —-0.61 1.09 0.79
Vietnam 176 56 120 0.66 24.75 (6.49) 2.19 (0.86) 2.55(0.72) 2.87 (0.85) —0.98 0.12 1.17 1.17

Note. For Age, Happiness, Harmony, and Meaning, the values presented without brackets are means, while the values in brackets — standard deviations.

o 32 Dlonus W

z£2201 (S20Z) 801 suonpjay [DmnoLaiu] fo [PUMOf [DUONDULLIU]



M. Smieja et al.

Table 2
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Difference in well-being between single and coupled individuals across 57 countries

Country Happiness Harmony Meaning

Algeria t(930) = —0.18, p = .860, d = —0.01 t(946) = —1.35,p =.178, d = —0.09 t(943) = 0.51, p = .611, d = 0.03
Australia t(382) = —6.82, p < .001, d = —0.62 t(385) = —4.23, p < .001, d = —0.39 t(358) = —5.23, p < .001, d = —0.49
Austria t(207) = —2.79, p = .006, d = —0.38 t(211) = —2.41,p=.017,d = —0.33 t(200) = —3.23,p = .001, d = —0.44
Azerbaijan t(72) = —-1.02, p = .311, t(64) = 0.07, p = .941, t(61) = 1.02, p = .312,

Bosnia and Herzegovina
Brazil

Bulgaria
Canada
Chile

China
Colombia
Croatia
Czechia
Ecuador
Estonia
France
Georgia
Germany
Ghana

Hungary
Iceland

Indonesia

Ireland
Italy

Jordan
Kazakhstan
Kenya
Korea South

Luxembourg

Madagascar
Malaysia

Mexico
Morocco
Nigeria
Palestine
Peru

Philippines
Poland
Portugal
Romania
Russia

Saudi Arabia
Senegal
Serbia
Slovakia
South Africa

Spain
Suriname

d=-0.21

t(270) = —5.17, p < .001, d = —0.61
1(63) = —3.40, p = .001,

d=-0.83

t(173) = —1.57, p = .119, d = —0.22
(139) = —1.82, p = .071, d = —0.26
t(81) = —3.70, p < .001,

d=-0.72

t(203) = —4.49, p < .001, d = —0.62
1(223) = —1.84, p = .067, d = —0.25
1(122) = —2.97, p = .004, d = —0.47
t(123) = —3.77, p < .001, d = —0.62
1(156) = —0.84, p = .400, d = —0.13
1(138) = —2.26, p = .025, d = —0.34
(115) = —1.56, p = .122, d = —0.26
1(125) = —3.46, p = .001, d = —0.58
1(224) = —2.73, p = .007, d = —0.35
t(50) = —0.74, p = .462,

d=-0.15

1(449) = —3.42, p = .001, d = —0.32
1(234) = —1.76, p = .080,

d=-0.23
t(54) = —0.68, p = .498,
d=-0.13

(194) = —0.83, p = .405, d = —0.11
t(100) = —0.9, p = .369,

d=-0.17

t(200) = —0.33, p = .745, d = —0.05
t(198) = —3.43, p = .001, d = —0.47
1(122) = —1.98, p = .05,

d=-0.35

£(93) = 0.24, p = .813,
d=0.03

£(90) = —1.67, p = .099,
d=-0.32

t(138) = —3.08, p =.003, d = —0.48
t(1018) = —6.24, p < .001, d = —0.37

£(108) = —0.63, p = .529, d = —0.12
£(133) = —1.15, p = .252,d = —0.19
€(116) = —3.66, p < .001, d = —0.56
t(166) = —1.46, p = .146, d = —0.22
t(111) = —3.11, p = .002,

d=-0.58
t(143) = —3.80, p < .001,
d=-0.58

t(189) = —5.53,p < .001,d = -0.77
t(130) = —1.45,p = .149,d = —0.24
t(194) = —5.77,p < .001, d = —0.80
t(366) = —2.34, p = .020,

d=-0.24

t(67) = —0.46, p = .644,
d = -0.09

t(80) = —1.60, p = .113,
d=-0.30

t(177) = —0.88, p = .380,
d=-0.13

t(90) = —2.95, p = .004,
d=-0.49

t(341) = —3.88,p < .001, d = —0.39
t(223) = —3.57,p < .001, d = —0.47
t(107) = —1.01, p = .314,d = —0.19

d=0.02
t(247) = —3.36, p = .001, d = —0.40
#(58) = —3.66, p = .001, d = —0.91

t(158) = —1.98, p = .050, d = —0.29
t(151) = —1.41, p = .160, d = —0.19
t(81) = -1.79,p = .077,d = —0.35

t(176) = —3.62, p < .001, d = —0.51
#(223) = —0.37, p = .709, d = —0.05
#(132) = —2.41,p = .017, d = —0.37
#(131) = —2.28, p = .025, d = —0.37
#(161) = —1.25, p = .214, d = —0.19
#(136) = —1.59, p = .114,d = —0.24
#102) = —1.51, p = .133,d = —0.26
#(132) = —3.72, p < .001, d = —0.61
#(226) = —2.96, p = .003, d = —0.38
#(71) = —0.65, p = .517, d = —0.11

t(439) = —2.34, p = .020, d = —0.22
t(237) = —1.4,p = .164,d = —0.18

t(48) = —0.13, p = .896, d = —0.03

#(201) = —1.17, p = .244,d = —0.16
#(89) = —2.01, p = .047, d = —0.39

#196) = —1.22, p = .225,d = —0.17
#(180) = —1.59, p = .113, d = —0.23
#111) = —1.72, p = .088, d = —0.31

t(87) = 0.44, p = .662,
d=0.06
#(89) = —1.78, p = .078, d = —0.34

#(126) = —2.28, p = .024, d = —0.36
£(1069) = —4.19,
p<.001,d=-024

#(107) = —0.26, p = .795, d = —0.05
#(133) = —1.86, p = .066, d = —0.31
#(128) = —3.96, p < .001, d = —0.58
#(180) = —4.35, p < .001, d = —0.62
t(116) = —2.65, p = .009, d = —0.48

#(145) = —4.86, p < .001, d = —0.74
#(190) = —3.28, p = .001, d = —0.46
#(135) = —1.2, p = .234, d = —0.20
#(199) = —4.06, p < .001, d = —0.56
#(361) = —1.01, p = .312, d = —0.11
#(63) = —0.28, p = .782, d = —0.06
#(82) = —1.57, p = .121, d = —0.29
#(165) = —0.96, p = .336, d = —0.14
#(98) = —3.43, p = .001, d = —0.54
#(315) = —3.13, p = .002, d = —0.32

t(226) = —1.42,p = .156,d = —0.19
t(96) = —0.56, p = .579,d = —0.11
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d=0.22
t(267) = —4.13,p < .001, d = —0.49
t(63) = —1.94, p = .057,d = —0.48

t(171) = —1.68, p = .095, d = —0.24
t(170) = —3.01, p = .003, d = —0.39
t(74) = —3.83,p <.001,d = -0.77

t(173) = —4.33,p < .001, d = —0.61
t(220) = —0.75, p = .454,d = —0.10
t(122) = —4.13,p < .001, d = —0.65
t(115) = —3.10, p = .002, d = —0.52
t(162) = —-1.77,p = .079,d = —0.27
t(167) = 1.19,p = .236,d = 0.17
t(104) = —0.88,p = .381,d = -0.15
t(133) = —2.82, p = .005, d = —0.46
t(210) = —2.84, p = .005, d = —0.37
t(63) = 1.34, p = .185,

d=0.24

t(446) = —4.00, p < .001, d = —0.37
t(236) = —2.90, p = .004, d = —0.38

t(49) = —0.48, p = .635,d = —0.01

t(199) = —1.41,p = .161,d = —0.19
t(80) = —0.96, p = .338,d = —0.19

t(192) = —0.78,p = .435,d = -0.11
t(193) = —2.90, p = .004, d = —0.40
t(123) = —0.36, p = .718, d = —0.06

t(73) = —0.60, p = .551,d = —0.10
t(96) = —1.17,p = .243,d = —0.22

#(106) = —0.89, p = .377, d = —0.15
1079) = —4.45,
p<.001,d=-026

#(106) = —2.66, p = .009, d = —0.50
133) = —1.71,p = .09, d = —0.28
#117) = —1.71,p = .09, d = —0.26
t(175) = —2.39, p = .018, d = —0.35
t(114) = —4.07, p < .001, d = —0.73

t(159) = —4.66, p < .001, d = —0.69
t(176) = —3.6, p < .001, d = —0.51
t(127) = -1.79, p = .075, d = —0.30
t(198) = —4.05, p < .001, d = —0.56
t(357) = —2.35,p = .019,d = -0.25
t(81) = —0.46, p = .645, d = —0.09
t(72) = 0.60, p = .551,d = 0.12
t(176) = 0.10, p = .918, d = 0.02
t(100) = —2.62,p = .01,d = —0.41
t(327) = —3.47,p = .001,d = —0.35

t(227) = —3.86, p < .001, d = —0.51
t(108) = —1.32,p = .189,d = —0.25

(continued on next page)
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Table 2 (continued)
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Country

Happiness

Harmony

Meaning

Taiwan

Trinidad and Tobago

t(164) = —2.67,p = .008, d = —0.4

t(95) = —2.06, p = .042,
d=-0.41

#162) = —1.29,
p=.200,d=-0.2
#(98) = —1.07, p = .285,d = —0.21

t(174) = —1.85, p = .066, d = —0.28

(92) = —1.38, p = .169, d = —0.28

Turkey #(1150) = —5.32, p < .001, d = —0.3 #(1131) = —5.57, 1091) = —4.55,
p<.001,d=—0.32 p<.001,d=-026
Uganda t(67) = —2.09, p = .040, 71) = —1.23, p = .224, d = —0.26 (73) = —0.57, p = .571,d = —0.12
d=-0.45
Ukraine £(105) = —2.14, p = .035, d = —0.39 £109) = —3.2, p = .002, d = —0.59

United Kingdom

United States of America

t(151) = —2.59, p = .010,
d=-0.42
t(191) = —2.82, p =.005, d = —0.36

t(118) = —2.71, p = .008, d = —0.49
t(151) = —1.81, p = .072,d = —0.29

t(185) = —1.59, p = .115,d = -0.21

t(149) = —2.56, p = .012,d = —0.41

t(198) = —1.52,p =.129,d = —0.19

Venezuela t(192) = —4.41, p < .001, d = —0.60 t(177) = —3.93, p < .001, d = —0.55 t(155) = —4.44, p < .001, d = —0.64
Vietnam t(104) = —0.55, p = .586, d = —0.09 t(101) = 0.12, p =.907, d = 0.02 t(117) = -1.31,p =.193,d = —0.20
Table 3

Results of interaction effects between relationship status and Schwartz values for well-being

Schwartz value Happiness Harmony Meaning
Est 95 % CI Est 95 % CI Est 95 % CI

Universalism 0.05 —-0.01, 0.10 0.04 —0.01, 0.08 0.05 —-0.01, 0.10
Benevolence 0.03 —0.02, 0.09 0.02 —0.03, 0.06 0.06 0.003, 0.12
Power -0.03 —0.08, 0.02 —0.02 —0.06, 0.03 —0.06 —0.11, —0.004
Hedonism 0.04 —-0.01, 0.09 0.02 —0.02, 0.06 0.05 0.001, 0.11
Security 0.04 —0.01, 0.10 0.02 —0.03, 0.07 0.03 —0.03, 0.09
Stimulation —0.02 —0.08, 0.03 —0.02 —0.06, 0.03 0.02 —0.04, 0.07

Note. Credible estimations are in bold.

Difference in meaning between single and coupled individuals were moderated by three values (Table 3, moderations with effects
outside of 0 are presented in Fig. 1). Benevolence was negatively associated with meaning, but this relationship was stronger for single
(B = —0.19, 95 % CI [-0.26, —0.12]) than for coupled individuals (B = —0.14, 95 % CI [-0.19, —0.08]). Hedonism was negatively
associated with meaning for single (B = —0.11, 95 % CI [-0.18, —0.03]), but not coupled individuals (B = —0.05, 95 % CI [-0.12,
0.004]). Power was positively associated with meaning, but it was stronger for single (B = 0.13, 95 % CI [0.06, 0.21]) than coupled
individuals (B = 0.08, 95 % CI [0.02, 0.14]).
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Fig. 3. Benevolence, hedonism and power as moderators of the association between relationship status and meaning
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